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INTEODUCTION. 


Asa Gray’s first scientific paper was published in 1834; 
liis last was written in 1887, a few weeks before the end of his 
life. The number of his contributions to science and their 
variety is remarkable, and astonishes his associates even, 
familiar as they were with his intellectual activity, his vari¬ 
ous attainments, and that surprising industry which neither 
assured position, the weariness of advancing years, nor the 
hopelessness of the task he had imposed upon himself, ever 
diminished. 

Professor Gray’s writings may be naturally grouped in four 
divisions. The first in importance contains his contributions 
to descriptive botany. These with few exceptions were de¬ 
voted to the flora of North America, and although it did not 
fall to his lot, as it did to that of some of his contemporaries, 
to elaborate any one of the great families of plants, the extent 
and character of his contributions to systematic botany will 
place his name among those of the masters of the science. 

His works of a purely educational character are only second 
in importance to his writings on the flora of North America ; 
and their influence upon the development of botanical knowl¬ 
edge in this country, during the half century which elapsed 
between the publication of the first and the last of the series, 
has been great and must long be felt. No text-books of sci¬ 
ence surpass them in the philosophical treatment of the sub¬ 
jects they embrace, or in the beauty and clearness of their 
style. 

A series of critical reviews of important scientific publi¬ 
cations, and of historical accounts of the lives and labors of 
botanical worthies, may be conveniently grouped in the third 
division of Professor Gray’s writings; while in the fourth fall 
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a number of papers wHch owe tbeir existence to the discus¬ 
sions which followed the publication of Mr. Darwin’s Origin 
of Species,” — discussions in which Professor Gray took in 
this country the foremost position. 

It is not proposed to republish the works of descriptive 
botany, although some of the early and most important of 
these memoirs are out of print and quite beyond the reach 
of the great mass of botanical students. The value of these 
papers, however, is historical only, as all that they contain of 
permanent usefulness has already been incorporated in stand¬ 
ard works upon the science, or will be used in due time to 
lighten the burden of those upon whom has fallen the task 
of completing the “ Flora of North America.” There is even 
less reason for reprinting any of the earlier editions of the 
text-books. The last editions contain their author’s latest 
views upon the science, and are still within the reach of stu¬ 
dents. Works of this character change necessarily as knowl¬ 
edge increases, and the value of every edition of a text-book, 
except the last, is merely historical. 

The philosophical essays, or the most important of them, 
which grew out of the discussion of the Darwinian theory, 
have already been republished by their author, and another 
republication of these papers is therefore not proposed at this 
time, although it is impossible, without having read them, to 
understand rightly Professor Gray’s influence upon the intel¬ 
lectual movement of his time. 

There remain the reviews, the biographical notices, and a 
few essays upon subjects of general interest to botanists. 
They have long been out of print and have not been incor¬ 
porated in any recent publication. It was believed therefore 
that a reissue of these papers, or a selection from them, would 
be a useful contribution to botanical literature, and a proper 
tribute to the memory of their author; and for these reasons 
these volumes have been prepared. Many of the reviews are 
filled with original and suggestive observations, and, taken 
together, furnish the best account of the development of 
botanical literature during the last fifty years that has yet 
been written. 
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There can hardly be a question with regard to Professor 
Gray’s value as a critic. His reviews represented the opinion 
of a just and discriminating mind, thoroughly familiar with 
all sides of the question before it, critical rather than lauda¬ 
tory, loving the truth and its investigators, but the truth above 
everything else. No other naturalist of his reputation and 
attainments ever devoted so much time to literary work of this 
sort, or continued it so uninterruptedly for so many years; 
and in our time the criticism and advice of no other botanist 
has been so eagerly sought or so highly valued by his contem¬ 
poraries. 

The selection of the articles for republication has been an 
embarrassing and difficult task. The amount of material at 
my disposal has been overwhelming, and desirable as it might 
have been to republish it all, it has not been possible to do 
so within reasonable bounds. More than eleven hundred bib¬ 
liographical notices and longer reviews were published by 
Professor Gray in different periodicals ; and it was necessary 
in preparing these volumes to exclude a number of papers 
of nearly as great interest and value as those which are 
chosen. 

I have endeavored in making this selection to present, as far 
as it is possible to do so in a series of papers written indepen¬ 
dently of each other during a period of more than fifty years, 
a history of the growth of botanical science during a period 
which must remain one of its great eras — a period marked 
by the gradual change of ideas among naturalists upon the 
origin and fixity of the species which has broadened the field 
of all biological investigation; by the establishment and sys¬ 
tematic arrangement of vast herbaria gathered from all parts 
of the world; by the introduction of improved and more phil¬ 
osophical methods of investigation in the laboratory; and by 
the growth of popular appreciation for the value of scientific 
training. I have tried, in making a selection of these articles, 
to display as far as possible the mental grasp of their author 
and his varied attainments in all departments of botany; and 
to include the reviews of those works which Professor Gray 
himself believed had played in the two continents, during his 
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time, tlie most important part in elevating the science to 
which his whole life was devoted. 

The second and third volumes of this series will contain 
a few essays of general interest, and a selection of the bio¬ 
graphical sketches of the principal botanists who have died in 
recent years. 


BKOOKLii7E, April, 1889. 


c. s. s. 
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LINDLEY’S NATUKAL SYSTEM OF BOTANY.i 

The cultivators of botany in this country are generally 
acquainted witb the former edition of this work through the 
American reprint, edited by Dr. Torrey, and published by 
Messrs. Carvill of New York, in the spring of 1831. Dr. 
Lindley’s treatise was, at the time of its appearance, the only 
introduction to the Natural System in the English language, 
if we except a translation of Achille Richard’s “ Nouveaux 
Elemens de la Botanique,” which was published about the 
same period. It is unnecessary to state that a treatise of this 
kind was greatly needed, or to allude either to the peculiar 
qualifications of the learned and industrious author for the 
accomplishment of the task, or the high estimation in which 
the work is held in Europe. But we may very properly offer 
our testimony respecting the great and highly favorable in¬ 
fluence which it has exerted upon the progress of botanical 
science in the United States. Great as the merits of the 
work undoubtedly are, we must nevertheless be excused from 
adopting the terms of extravagant and sometimes equivocal 
eulogy employed by a popular author, who gravely informs 
his readers that no book, since printed Bibles were first sold 
in Paris by Dr. Eaustus, ever excited so much surprise and 

^ A Natural System of Botany ; or a systematic view of the Organi¬ 
zation, Natural Affinities, and Geographical Distribution of the whole 
Vegetable Kingdom ; together with the uses of the most important spe¬ 
cies in Medicine, the Arts, and rural or domestic economy. By John 
Bindley. Second edition, with numerous additions and corrections, and 
a complete list of genera and their synonyms. London : 1836. (Ameri¬ 
can Journal of Science and Arts, xxxii. 292.) 
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wonder as did Dr. Torrey’s edition of Lindley’s “ Introduc¬ 
tion to the Natural System of Botany.’’ Now we can hardly 
believe that either the author or the American editor of the 
work referred to were ever in danger, as was honest Dr. 
Faustus, of being burned for witchcraft, neither do we find 
anything in its pages calculated to produce such astonishing 
effects, except, perhaps, upon the minds of those botanists, if 
such they may be called, who had never dreamed of any 
important changes in the science since the appearance of 
good Dr. Turton’s translation of the ‘‘Species Plantarum,’’ 
and who speak of Jussieu as a writer who “ has greatly im¬ 
proved upon the natural orders of Linnaeus.” ^ We have no 
hesitation, however, in expressing our conviction that no 
single work has had such a general and favorable influence 
upon the advancement of botanical science in this coun¬ 
try, as the American edition of Dr. Lindley’s Introduc¬ 
tion to the Natural System. This treatise, however useful, 

1 Dr. Lindley is quite right in his remark that the chief difficulties the 
student has to encounter in the study of botany, upon the principles of 
the Natural System, have been very much exaggerated by persons who 
have written upon the subject without understanding it. To refer to a 
single instance. In the fifth edition of the Manual of Botany, by Mr. 
Eaton, an account of the Natural Orders of Jussieu is given, in which the 
genera Ambrosia and Xanthium are referred to Urticece ; and in a note it 
is added, “ Some botanists place the last two genera in the order Corym- 
biferce also in the Linnsean class Syngenesia. I see no good reason for 
these innovations.” Now Linnseus, in his artificial arrangement, certainly 
did place these genera (and also Parthenium and Iva) in Mono&cia Pen-^ 
tandria ; but the innovator in this instance is Jussieu himself, who never 
referred these two genera to UriicecBy but places them- in his order Corym- 
biferce {Composite), where they truly belong. The descriptions of Natu¬ 
ral Orders in Eaton’s Manual, purporting to be taken from Jussieu, bear 
a very remote resemblance indeed to the ordinal characters of the admi¬ 
rable Genera Plantarum of that author, while the occasional criticisms 
on its supposed errors afford the clearest proof that the work was not 
understood by the author alluded to. It should be recollected that, pre¬ 
viously to the reprint of Dr. Lindley’s Introduction, Mr. Eaton’s Manual 
was the only work professing to give a view of the Natural System 
within the reach of the great majority of the botanical students of his 
country, excepting, perhaps, the American edition of Smith’s Grammar 
of Botany. 
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was indeed not absolutely indispensable to the favored few, 
who, aided by the works of Jussieu, Brown, De Candolle, the 
elder and younger Eichard, etc., were already successfully 
and honorably pursuing their studies and investigations; but 
to the numerous cultivators of botany throughout the country, 
who could seldom be expected to possess, or have access to, 
well-furnished libraries, and to whom the writings of these 
great luminaries of the science were mostly unknown except 
by name, this publication was a truly welcome acquisition, 
conferring advantages which those alone who have pursued 
their studies under such unfavorable circumstances can fully 
appreciate. 

A second and greatly improved edition of this work having 
appeared within the past year, it occurred to the writer of 
these remarks that a cursory notice of it might not be unac¬ 
ceptable to the readers of the “American Journal of Science.” 
We do not intend, in these observations, to engage in a de¬ 
fence of what is called the Natural System of Botany, but 
takjD it for granted that the science can by no other method 
be successfully and philosophically pursued; or, to employ 
the forcible language of Linnjcus, “ Methodus naturalis pri¬ 
mus et ultimus finis botanices est et erit . . . Primum et 
ultimum in hoc botanicis desideratum est.” The few per¬ 
sons who remain at this day unconvinced of its advantages 
are not likely to be affected by any arguments that we could 
adduce. A somewhat larger number may perhaps be found 
in this country who admit the importance and utility of the 
natural arrangement in the abstract, but decline to avail 
themselves of the advantages it affords in the study of plants, 
because, forsooth, it is too much trouble to acquire the en¬ 
larged views of vegetable structure which are necessary for 
the application of its principles. It would almost seem, from 
the views and practice of such botanists, that they considered 
it the chief object of a classification to afford the means of 
ascertaining the name of an unknown plant by the slightest 
examination of its structure, and with the least possible ex¬ 
penditure of thought. 

In the first edition, Dr. Lindley entered into some detailed 
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explanations to stow the fallacy of the common opinion that 
the artificial system of Linnaeus is easy, and the Natural Sys¬ 
tem difficult of application. The sentiments of the public 
have undergone so great a change upon this subject within 
the last five or six years that he finds it no longer necessary to 
adduce these considerations, and accordingly commences at 
once with a development of the principles on which the Natu¬ 
ral System is founded, namely, “That the affinities of plants 
may be determined by a consideration of all the points of 
resemblance between their various parts, properties, and 
qualities; that thence an arrangement may be deduced in 
which those species will be placed next each other which have 
the greatest degree of relationship; and that consequently 
the quality or structure of an imperfectly known plant may 
be determined by those of another which is well known. 
Hence arises its superiority over arbitrary or artificial systems, 
such as that of Linnseus, in which there is no combination of 
ideas, but which are mere collections of isolated facts, not hav¬ 
ing any distinct relation to each other.” (^Preface^ p. vii.) 

We have never met with a more clear and succinct account 
of the principles upon which the primary divisions of the 
vegetable kingdom rest than that comprised in the follow¬ 
ing extract. Those acquainted with the first edition will per¬ 
ceive that the author has changed his opinions respecting the 
number of these primary divisions or classes; the Gymno- 
spermce, or Flowering plants with naked ovules (comprising 
the ConiferCycadecB^i and, according to Brongniart and 
Bindley, the Equisetacece),, and the Phizanthce^ as ori¬ 
ginally established by Blume, being here admitted to the 
rank of independent classes. Their claim to this rank, how¬ 
ever, can as yet be hardly considered as fully established. 

“ One of the first things that strikes an inquirer into the 
structure of plants is the singular fact that while all species 
are capable of propagating their race, the mode in which 
this important function is accomplished is essentially different 
in different cases. The great mass of plants produce flowers 
which are succeeded by fruits, containing seed, which is shed 
or scattered abroad, and grows into new individuals. But in 
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Ferns, Mosses, Mushrooms, and the like, neither flowers, nor 
seeds properly so called, can be detected ; but propagation is 
effected by the dispersion of grains or spores which are usually 
generated in the substance of the plant, and seem to have 
little analogy with true seeds. Hence the vegetable world 
separates into two distinct groups, the Flowering and the 
Flowerless. Upon examining more closely into the respec¬ 
tive peculiarities of these two groups, it is found that flow¬ 
ering plants have sexes, while flowerless plants have none; 
hence the former are called Sexual and the latter Asex¬ 
ual. Then again the former usually possess a highly devel¬ 
oped system of spiral or other vessels, while the latter are 
either altogether destitute of them, or have them only in the 
highest orders, and then in a peculiar state: for this reason 
flowering plants are also called Vascular, and flowerless 
Cellular. More than this, all flowering plants when they 
form stems, increase by an extention of their ends and a dis¬ 
tention or enlargement of their sides; but flowerless plants 
appear to form their stems simply by the addition of new mat¬ 
ter to their points ; for this reason, while the former are prin¬ 
cipally Exogens or Endogens, the latter are called Acrogens. 
Flowering plants are also for the most part furnished with 
respiratory organs or stomates, while flowerless plants are to 
a great extent destitute of them. No one then can doubt that 
in the vegetable kingdom, two most essentially distinct divi¬ 
sions exist, the Flowering and the Flowerless, and that these 
differ not in one circumstance only, but are most essentially 
unlike in many points both of organization and physiology. 

“ In like manner, Flowering plants are themselves divi¬ 
sible into equally weU-marked groups. Some of them grow 
by the addition of the new woody matter to the outside of 
their stem beneath the bark; these are Exogens: others 
grow by the addition of new woody matter to the inside of 
their stem near the centre; these are Endogens. But Exogens 
have two or more cotyledons to their embryo, and hence are 
called Dicotyledons; while Endogens have only one cotyle¬ 
don, and are, therefore, Monocotyledons. Exogens have the 
young external wood connected with the centre by medullary 
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processes; Endogens, having no occasion for such a provi¬ 
sion, are destitute of it. In Exogens the leaves have their 
veins disposed in a netted manner; in Endogens the veins 
run parallel with each other. The number of parts in the 
flower of an Exogen is usually five or its multiples; in an En- 
dogen it is usually three or its multiples. In germination the 
young root of Exogens is a mere extension of the radicle; but 
of Endogens it is protruded from within the radicle ; hence 
the former have been named Exorhizm^ and the latter Endo- 
tUz(b. In this case, then, as in the last, we have two groups 
differing entirely from each other in their germination, 
the structure of their stem and leaves, their mode of growth, 
the arrangements of the parts of the flower, and in the or¬ 
ganization of their embryo. It is impossible, therefore, not 
to recognize such groups also as natural. 

“To this separation of the vegetable kingdom into Ex¬ 
ogens, Endogens, and Acrogens, or by whatever synonymous 
names these groups may be known, many botanists confine 
themselves. But there are two others, of subordinate im¬ 
portance, perhaps, but nevertheless characterized by circum¬ 
stances of a similar nature, and therefore, I think, to be 
esteemed of equal dignity with them. In true Exogens and 
Endogens, the fertilizing principle is communicated to the 
young seeds through the medium of a stigma which termi¬ 
nates a case or pericarp in which they are inclosed. But in 
some plants otherwise Exogens, the fertilizing principle of 
the pollen is applied immediately to the seeds, without the 
intervention of any pericarpial apparatus, and they bear the 
same relation to other Exogens as frogs and similar reptiles 
to other animals. These plants, therefore, are separated as a 
distinct class, under the name of Gymnosperms. Like the 
other groups of the same grade, these are also found to pos¬ 
sess peculiarities of a subordinate nature. For instance, 
they have in many cases more cotyledons than two, whence 
they have been called Polycotyledons; their radicle usually 
adheres to the albumen in which the embryo lies, and that 
circumstance has given rise to the name SynorUzce. The 
veins of their leaves, when they have any veins, are either 
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simple or forked; in whick respect they approach Endogens 
on the one hand, and Acrogens on the other. And finally, 
their vascular system is very imperfect compared with that 
of other Exogens of an equal degree of development. 

“The other group, G 2 SlQdL ShizanthcB^ is far less correctly 
known, but it seems to stand as it were between Endogens 
and Acrogens of the lowest grade; agreeing with the latter 
in the absence or very imperfect state of the vascular system, 
in a general resemblance to Fungi, and in the apparent seeds 
being mere masses of sporules; but apparently according 
with Endogens in the ternary number of their floral enve¬ 
lopes, and in the presence of fully developed sexes. 

“ Certainly there is no possibility of obtaining such im¬ 
portant primary groups as these by any kind of artificial con¬ 
trivance.” (^Preface., pp. x.-xii.) 

The grand natural divisions of the natural kingdom are, 
therefore, perfectly obvious, and may be very clearly defined. 
With our present knowledge of vegetable structure no great 
difficulty is experienced in characterizing the orders of natu¬ 
ral families, and all subordinate groups. The great desi¬ 
deratum has ever been to effect such an arrangement of the 
orders under the primary classes that each family should be 
placed next to those which it most nearly resembles. This 
might easily be accomplished, if the idea once so strongly in¬ 
sisted upon by poets and metaphysicians, of a chain of beings, 
a regular gradation, by a single series, from the most perfect 
and complicated to the most simple forms of existence, had 
any foundation in truth. On the contrary, nothing is more 
evident than that almost every order, or other group, is 
allied not merely to one or two, but often to several others, 
which are sometimes widely separate from each other; and, 
indeed, these several points of resemblance, or affinity, are oc¬ 
casionally of about equal importance. A truly natural lineal 
arrangement is therefore impracticable, since by it only one 
or two out of several points of agreement can be indicated. 
As this method is, however, the only one that can be followed 
in books, all that can be done is to arrange the orders in such 
a manner as to offer the least possible interruption to their 
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natural affinities. The number of orders is so large that 
practical convenience seems to require their arrangement into 
groups subordinate to the primary classes; and when man- 
Tfestly natural assemblages cannot be recognized, we are 
obligk to employ those which, being less strongly marked, 
and'^distinguished by a smaller number of characters, are 
apparently'^of a more artificial nature. The arrangement em¬ 
ployed by the learned Jussieu, in his celebrated Genera 
Plantarum,” although to a considerable extent artificial, has 
been almost universally adopted, until within the last few 
years. 

In this method Dicotyledonous plants are primarily divided 
into three groups: the first including those with a polype- 
talous corolla; the second, those with a monopetalous corolla ; 
and the third, those destitute of a corolla. These sections are 
subdivided (as also the Monocotyledons) by means of char¬ 
acters taken from the insertion of the stamens (or corolla), 
whether hypogynous, perigynous, or epigynous. The arrange¬ 
ment here pursued, which is too well known to require further 
notice, is substantially adopted by De Candolle, the dijffierence 
being more in appearance than in reality. Dr. Lindley dis¬ 
carded these subdivisions in the first edition of his work; but 
the new distribution of the orders therein proposed possesses 
few advantages, and indeed seems not to have satisfied the 
author himself. In the same year with the publication of the 
work just mentioned, the “ Ordines Plantarum ” of Bartling 
appeared, in which a more natural arrangement of the orders 
is attempted by the formation of aggregate or compound or¬ 
ders, as originally proposed, and in several instances success¬ 
fully accomplished, by Kobert Brown. An analogous plan 
was pursued by Agardh in his Aphorismi Botanici ” (1817), 
and again in his “ Classes Plantarum ” (1825) ; but these at¬ 
tempts, however ingenious, do not seem to have obviated, in 
any considerable degree, the inconveniences of lineal arrange¬ 
ment. 

We now return to our author, whose views upon this sub¬ 
ject have been materially modified since the original publicar 
tion of his Introduction of the Natural System. The method 
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now employed was first sketelied in the “ Nixus Plantarum ” 
(1832), and afterwards in the “ Key to Structural, Physio¬ 
logical, and Systematic Botany”^ (1835), and is more fully 
developed and illustrated in the work before us. He now 
admits, as we have already seen, five primary classes, two of 
which, however, are much smaller than the others and of sub¬ 
ordinate importance, and may be considered as transition 
classes, namely, Gymnos]permcB.i which connect Exogens with 
the higher Acrogens, and RMzanthce., which form the transi¬ 
tion from Endogens to Acrogens of the lowest grade. The 
great class Exogence QDicotyledones of Jussieu) is divided 
into three subclasses, namely: — 

1. PolypetalcB; those with the floral envelopes consisting 
of both calyx and corolla, the latter composed of distinct 
petals. 

2. MonopetalcB ; those with the petals combined in a mono- 
petalous corolla. 

8 . Incomplete^ ; those always destitute of a corolla, the 
calyx also often incomplete or absent. 

Thus far this mode of subdivision is nearly the same with 
that of Jussieu ; Dr. Lindley, however, neglecting altogether 
the character afforded by the insertion of the stamens, divides 
the polypetalous orders into seven, and the Monopetalae and 
Incompletoe each into five sections or groups. As a specimen 
of this plan, we copy the names of the groups of the first sub¬ 
class, with their synoptical characters. 

1. Alhuminosce. Embryo very considerably shorter and 
smaller than the albumen. 

2. Epigyinosce. Ovary inferior, usually having an epigy- 
nous disk. 

3. Parietosce. Placentation parietal. 

4. Calycosce. Calyx incompletely whorled ; two of the 
sepals being exterior. 

6. Symarposm. None of the characters of the other 
groups, and with the carpels compactly united. 

1 This excellent little work consists of an augmented edition of the 
author’s Outlines of the First Principles of Botany, with a revised trans¬ 
lation of the Mxus Plantarum. 
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6. Gynohaseosce. Carpels not exceeding five, diverging 
at the base, arranged in a single row around an elevated axis 
or gynobase. Stamens usually separate from the calyx. 

7. Apocarposce, None of the characters of the other 
groups, but with the carpels distinct, or separable by their 
faces, or solitary. 

Next, every group is divided into smaller groups, each of 
which includes one, two, or several orders. These minor groups 
are called Alliances, and are distinguished bj the termination 
ales. Thus, under the Albuminose group, we have : — 

Alliance 1. JRanales, comprising the Ranunculacem, Pa- 
pamracecB (with its suborder, as Lindley, following Bern- 
hardi, considers it, FitmafiecB), JSfymphcBacecB, (to which 
HydropeltidecB is improperly joined), and NelumhiacecB ; 

Alliance 2. Anonales, which comprehends the Nutmeg 
tribe, the AnonacecB, Magnoliaceae, etc.; 

Alliance 3. Umhellales, including the Umbelliferous tribe, 
with the nearly allied Afaliaceoe ; 

Alliance 4. Grossales, consisting chiefly of the Grossu- 
lacece or currant tribe ; and lastly. 

Alliance 6. Pittosporales, which strikes us as a singularly 
heterogeneous assemblage, bringing together into one group 
l;he Vitacece, Pittosporacece, Olacacece, Francoacece, and Sar- 
raceniacece. 

All the subclasses and groups, both of Exogens and Endo- 
gens, are subdivided in a similar manner; but we cannot here 
proceed further with our enumeration. It will be borne in 
mind that the chief object of an arrangement of this kind 
is to facilitate the study of the natural orders, by dividing the 
extensive primary classes into sections of convenient size, and 
to dispose these groups, and the orders they comprise, as 
nearly in accordance with their respective affinities and rela¬ 
tionships as a lineal arrangement will allow. It is impossible, 
in the present state of our knowledge, to say how far the 
views of our author will ultimately be approved. Every at¬ 
tempt of the kind must necessarily be very imperfect, so long 
as the structure of only a limited portion of the whole vegeta¬ 
ble kingdom has been attentively and completely examined; 
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and the author is well aware ‘‘ that this part of the work will 
require many great changes and improvements before it can 
be considered at all established.” Notwithstanding the ob¬ 
jections to which it is liable in many particulars, we agree 
with the author in the opinion, “ that even in its present state 
it will be found to be attended with many advantages, and 
that every step which may be taken in determining the limits 
of the natural groups subordinate to the primary classes must 
be a decided gain to the science. So rapid is the advance of 
our knowledge of the vegetable kingdom, and so numerous are 
the new types of structure that present themselves to the sys¬ 
tematic botanist, that it is to be feared lest another chaos 
should be brought on by the masses of imperfectly grouped 
species with which the science will soon abound.” 

The names of natural orders, as first established, do not ‘ 
appear to have been framed in accordance with any uniform 
rule, as to derivation or mode of termination. They were 
sometimes intended to express some characteristic feature 
(Ex. Leguminosm^ Ldbiatoe,, Cruciferce^ UmhellifercB^ Coni¬ 
fer etc.), but more commonly some genus was selected as the 
type of the family, which was designated either by the plural 
of the genus simply (as MyTt% Lilia,^ Irides,^ Euphorhice')^ 
or with a slight prolongation (as OrGhidece, Jasminece,^ etc.), 
or with the termination still further modified (as in Cyper- 
oidecB, Aroidece^ Boragmece,^ or ItanunculacecB,^ Itomcece,^ 
CucurhitacecB,, etc.). The derivation of the name of the order 
from some prominent genus is now the universal practice; 
and for the sake of uniformity as well as to distinguish such 
names from those of genera in the plural number, the termina¬ 
tion acecB is given to orders, and that of eoe to suborders, etc. 
The advantages of uniformity in this respect is manifest, and 
Dr. Lindley therefore insists upon the adoption of the rule in 
all cases. In the “ Key to Botany,” published the year pre¬ 
vious to the appearance of the second edition of the present 
work, the termination in acecB is employed, not only in the 
names of orders formed from those of genera, but also in the 
few still in use which relate to some peculiarity in the habit 
of the family. Thus instead of Cruciferce,^ Umielliferm^ 
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Comferx etc., we have Cntdacem, UmhellacecB, and Cona- 
e^r ThLe are, however, very properly abandoned rn the 
work before us, in which the author inclines to ^ve up the 
old and famihar names of these orders, and to substitute those 
formed in the customary manner from well-known genera. 
Brasdcacece, Apiacece, and Pinacm may certainly be as good 
names as any other when we once get accustomed to them, 
but it seems hardly necessary to make any change in names 
of this kind. Dr. Lindley, as we have already seen, gives to 
the names of Alliances the termination ales, and to groups that 
of osce. The chief advantage of this system is, that the name 
of any group at once indicates its rank and importance. 

The value of this work is greatly increased by the complete 
list of genera (so far as known at the time of publication), 
with the principal synonyms, appended to each order and 
properly arranged under their several suborders, sections, etc. 
This laborious and difficult task is upon the whole very faith¬ 
fully executed. We observe, however, several errors, typo¬ 
graphical and otherwise, which are not noticed in the appen¬ 
dix ; and in a few instances the same genus is referred to two 
different orders. The whole catalogue will doubtless be ren¬ 
dered more perfectly accurate in a future edition. 

The whole number of genera comprised in this enumera¬ 
tion, exclusive of synonyms, is 7840. Sprengel’s “Systema 
Vegetabilium,” which was finished in 1827, contains (exclu¬ 
sive of the appendix) only 3593 genera, or not quite half the 
number now known; while the twelfth edition of ‘‘ Systema 
Naturae” (the last of Linnaeus himself) comprises 1228 
genera, or only about a third more than are now known in 
a single family. 

This great and rapid increase is perhaps chiefly owing to 
the discovery of new plants; but it is also attributable in a 
good degree to the more accurate knowledge of those already 
known. In either case, it is the natural result of the progress 
of discovery; and instead of embarrassing the student, as is 
often supposed, does in reality render the study of the science 
much more clear and satisfactory. Notwithstanding the 
great increase of genera within the last few years, it may 
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be safely said that at no previous period could a really useful 
knowledge of the vegetable kingdom be acquired with so lit¬ 
tle labor. In hazarding this remark, it is of course taken for 
granted that the student will avail himself of all the advan¬ 
tages of modern physiological botany and of the natural sys¬ 
tem : for so rapid has been the discovery of new and strange 
forms of structure, for which the artificial arrangement of 
Linnseus makes no provision, that the student who take's that 
system as his guide has indeed a hopeless task before him. 

The essential characters of the orders appear to have been 
very carefully revised in this edition, as also the remarks 
upon their affinities, geographical distribution and sensible 
properties. Did our limits allow, we might call the attention 
of our readers more particularly to this part of the work. We 
cannot bring our remarks to a close, however, without sug¬ 
gesting what we consider a very desirable improvement upon 
the manner in which the seed is described, not only in this, but 
in almost all modern systematic works. It is very necessary 
that an organ which affords such important characters, both 
as to its situation in the fruit, and particularly as to its inter¬ 
nal structure, should be described with the greatest possible 
clearness and precision, and in a uniform manner. The 
prevalent fault of which we complain is thus noticed, as long 
ago as the year 1811, by that most acute botanist, the late 
L. C. Eichard. 

“ Csesalpinus, Adanson, Jussieu, and Gsertner, always take 
into view the direction of the embryo relative to the pericarp 
merely. This method appears to me improper: first, because 
it does not indicate with precision that direction which is most 
important to be understood; secondly, because the pericarpic 
direction of the embryo is often difficult to be ascertained, and 
is sometimes variable or even wholly different in the seeds of 
the same fruit. I have already shown by numerous examples 
in my ‘ Analyse du Fruit,’ that the best method is to indicate 
the direction of the seed relative to the pericarp, and of the 
embryo relative to the seed.” 

In very many descriptions, the direction of the embryo rel¬ 
ative to the seed can only be inferred from the pericarpic 

property of 
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direction, or, wHcIi is still more objectionable, the same struc¬ 
ture is described by very different language in different in¬ 
stances, thus rendering unnecessarily complicated an investi¬ 
gation which of itself is not usually difficult. We may adduce 
as an example the five orders comprised in the alliance Ma- 
nales^ which stands at the commencement of Dr. Lindley’s 
treatise. We have no means of ascertaining, from the essen¬ 
tial character of any one of these orders, either the spermic 
direction and position of the embryo, or the situation of the 
chalaza and micropyle relative to the hilum, from which the 
former may be inferred. It is commonly stated that the em¬ 
bryo is situated at the base of the albumen; but it is not 
specified whether the radicle is next the hilum (as in 

etc.), or points in the opposite di¬ 
rection (as in Nelumhiacece and Cahomhacece') ; a matter of 
essential importance, since the seeds result in the one case 
from the ripening of anatropous, and in the other of orthotro- 
pous, ovules. 

The students of botany in this country are greatly indebted 
to the learned editor and the enterprising publishers of the 
first American edition of this work. May we hope to have 
our obligations increased by the reprint of this greatly im¬ 
proved edition ? 
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The second part of the seventh volume of De Candolle’s 

Prodromus ” ^ — with which our notices may appropriately 
commence — was published at the very close of last year, and 
comprises the following orders, namely, Stylideca^ Lobdiacem^ 
CampanulacecB^ Cyphiacem (a very small order, founded on 
the Cape genus Cyphia, and here first proposed by Alphonse 
De Candolle), Goodenoviece^ Gesneriacece^ Napoleonece^ Vac- 
cinecB^ Ericacece^ EpacridecB^ Pyrolaceoe^ Francoacem^ and 
Monotropece, Of these, the Loheliaceoe^ Campanulacem^ and 
CypMacem were elaborated by Professor Alphonse De Can¬ 
dolle, the well-known son of the distinguished a^^thor; the Vac- 
cinecB by Professor Dunal of Montpelier; and the tribe EricecB 
(the Heath-tribe) was prepared by Mr. Bentham. It will bo 
observed that De Candolle has disposed the EricacecB nearly 
in the manner first proposed in the ‘‘ Th^orie El^mentaire,” 
considering the Vacciniece^ Monotropece^ Pyrolacece^ etc., as 
so many distinct families; a view, however, which will not 
probably be ultimately adopted. Among the uncertain or 
little known Ericaceous plants, De Candolle has introduced 
the genus Picberingia of Nuttall (which was founded upon 
Cyrilla paniculata of the same author, published in the fifth 
volume of this Journal) ; this, however, has been long since 
ascertained to be a species of Ardisia, which belongs to a very 
different order; and Mr. Nuttall has accordingly recently dedi- 

^ Be Candolle. Prodromus Systematis Naturalis Regni Vegetabills, etc. 
Pars VII., sectio ii. Paris, 1839 (American Journal of Science and Arts, 
xxxix. 168). —Pars VIII. Paris, 1844 (Ibid., xlvii. 198). — Pars IX. 
Paris, 1845 (Ibid., 2 ser., i. 174). —Pars XI. Paris, 1847 (Ibid., 2 ser., 
V. 449). — Pars XII. Paris, 1848 (Ibid., 2 ser., vii. 309). — Pars XIII., 
sectio ii. Paris, 1849 (Ibid., 2 ser., viii. 300). —Pars XIV., sectio ii. 
Paris, 1857 (Ibid., 2 ser., xxv. 290). — Pars XVI., sectio i. Paris, 1870 
(Ibid., 2 ser., xlvii. 125). — Pars XVII. etc. Paris, 1873 (Ibid., 3 ser., 
vii. 66). 
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cated to Dr. Pickering a curious Leguminous plant from Cali¬ 
fornia. The genus Galax, De Candolle has appended to Pij- 
Tolacem (tribe GalacecB),^ a view which seems to be confirmed 
by an unpublished plant from the mountains of North Caro¬ 
lina, which, in compliment to an assiduous and well-known 
American botanist, will bear the name of Shortia galacifolia. 
The prior portion of the seventh volume (published in 
1838), as well as the whole of the fifth (1836) and sixth 
(1837), is exclusively devoted to the immense family of the 
Composited (the class Syoigenesia of Linnaeus), which fills 
more than 1700 closely printed pages, the immediate prepa¬ 
ration of which occupied the indefatigable author for seven 
years! We may take this family as a fair example of the 
increase in the number of known species within the last 
eighty years. The whole number of Syngenesious plants 
described by Linnaeus in the first edition of the Species 
Plantarum ” (published in 1753), including the few Compo- 
sitce referred to other classes, is 555, which is about 150 less 
than the now described species of the single genus Senecio. 
We have not time nor space to enumerate the species of the 
order in succeeding systematic works, so as to show the pro¬ 
gressive increase. Suffice it to say that the whole number 
known to Linnaeus and published during his lifetime cannot 
exceed 800 species, while the number described by De Can¬ 
dolle is in round numbers about 8700, which are disposed in 
893 genera. If to these we w^ere to add the species which 
have been since published, or are being published in works 
now in progress, and also the very numerous unpublished spe¬ 
cies which exist in all large collections, making at the same 
time reasonable allowance for nominal species, the number 
of Compositce at present known would scarcely fall short of 
10,000, which considerably exceeds the whole number of both 
fiowering and flowerless plants described by Linnaeus or his 
contemporaries. Of the 8700 species given by De Can¬ 
dolle, more than 3000 are described for the first time in this 
work. In the general disposition of the order, the clear and 
simple classification of Lessing is to a great degree adopted. 
It is first divided into three great series, namely: — 
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1. Tubuliflor^ ; those with the perfect flowers tubular 
and regularly five (or rarely four) toothed. 

2. Labiatiflor-® ; those with bilabiate, or two-cleft, per¬ 
fect flowers. 

3. Ligtjlifloras ; which have all the flowers strap-shaped. 

The first series includes about four fifths of the whole fam¬ 
ily, which are arranged in five tribes, namely, Vernoniacece^ 
JEJupatoriacece^ Asteroidece^ Senecionidece and Cynarece. The 
second series consists exclusively of the Mutisiacem and the 
JV^assauviacece, chiefly South American plants; a single spe¬ 
cies of Chaptalia is, we believe, the only North American 
representative. The third series, comprising the Chicoracece^ 
so readily known by their milky juice, and by having all 
their florets ligulate, contains many North American repre¬ 
sentatives. 

So many orders or separate genera of Moiiopetalous plants 
have been the subject of recent monographs, and so much 
valuable assistance is also engaged for the ensuing portions 
of the Prodromus,” that several volumes may be expected 
at no very distant period. It may not be improper to state 
that Mr. Boissier of Geneva is engaged in the preparation of 
the Plumhagmece; Mr. Duby of Geneva will prepare the 
PrimulacecB ; Professor Dunal of Montpelier, the SolanecB ; 
Mr. Decaisne of Paris, the Asclepiadece ; and Mr. Bentham, 
the ScropTiularinece and Lahiatoe. 

We can at length announce the publication of this im¬ 
portant volume (viii.) ; the first of the series under the editor¬ 
ship of the son of the great Genevan botanist,^ and which he 
has appropriately dedicated to the memory of his illustrious 
father. We are glad to state, that arrangements have been 
made to expedite the publication of the succeeding volumes. 
The printing of the ninth, it is said, has already commenced, 
and its appearance may be expected in the autumn of the 
present year. It will contain the LoganiacecB^ BignoniacecB^ 
CyrtandracecB^ Sesamece^ and BorraginecB^ from the notes 
prepared by the late Professor De Candolle ; the HydropTiyh 
lacecB^ by Alphonse De Candolle; the Gentianacece^ by Grise- 
^ The elder De Candolle died September 9,1841. 
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bacli; the Polemoniacece^ by Bentham, and tbe Convolvula- 
cece, by Choisy. Tbe tenth volume will be occupied with the 
SolanaeecB^ by Dunal, and the Scrophularinece^ by Bentham; 
in the elaboration of which orders, these two distinguished 
botanists are now actively engaged. The first order in the 
volume before us, the Lentibulariece^ is prepared by the edi¬ 
tor. The North American species of Utricularia are dis¬ 
tributed into three sections, namely: 1. Megacista, where 
the verticillate foliage is floated by inflated petioles; 2. Len- 
tibularia, where the capillary segments of the submersed 
foliage are utriculiferous ; and 3. Oligocista, where the 
leaves are few, undivided, and disappear after flowering ; the 
roots strike into the soil or mud, and generally bear the utri- 
culi, when these are present. U. resupinata^ discovered by 
B. D. Greene, Esq., and first mentioned in the Massachusetts 
Catalogue of Plants and Animals, 1835, is wrongly placed 
by De Candolle among the yellow-flowered species of the 
second section. It has purple flowers and should stand next 
?7. purpurea. The name U. Greenei^ Oaks, in “ Hovey’s 
Magazine ” must stand as a synonym, as there is no good 
reason for changing the prior name imposed by the discoverer. 

The order of Primulacece is elaborated by M. Duby of 
Geneva, who follows Endlicher in the general distribution of 
the family. From some inadvertence, Glaux maritima is 
not cited as an American plant. Naumiurgia thyrsijlora^ 
Moench, = Lysimachia thyr^iflora., Linn., and L. capitata^ 
Pursh. The L. revoluta^ Nutt., is referred to L. long'^olia^ 
Pursh. The common Samolus, of the southwestern United 
States, which has smaller flowers than the true S. Valerandi^ 
is referred to S. jlorihundus^ HBK. 8. ehracteatus is not 
noticed as a plant of the United States, although it is com¬ 
mon along our southern borders, nor is it distinguished even 
as a subgenus, although, on account of its nearly free ovary 
and want of sterile filaments, a recent writer (M. Baudo, in 
Ann. Sci. Nat., Dec. 1843) has separated it, to form his 
genus Samodia. In the Myrsinaceoe., elaborated by the 
editor, we meet with two North American species, both 
natives of Florida, namely, Myrsine Floridana^ A. DC., 
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and Ardisia JPicherinffia, Torr. and Gr. To the small order 
TheophrastacecB^ A. DC., our author has joined Jacquinia, 
a West Indian genus, one species of which extends into 
Florida. In the order Sapotacece^ the editor has proposed 
one new North American species of Bumelia. In EhenacecB 
we have only our Persimmon. From this the order Styracece 
(embracing SymplocinecB and Halesiacece of Don) is dis¬ 
tinguished chiefly by the position of the cells of the ovary 
opposite the lobes of the calyx. Hopea is kept as a mere 
section of Symplocos; including a dozen Asiatic species as 
well as our S. tinctoria. 

The order OleacecB is published from the manuscripts of 
the late Professor De Candolle. The American species of 
Fraxinus still require the labors of a monographer. 

The order Jasminem is made to comprehend Bolivaria (of 
which there is at least one Texan species) and Menodora; 
and the family Bolivariacece is shown to have been founded 
upon misconceived characters. 

For the elaboration of the Apocyiiacece^ we are indebted to 
the younger De Candolle. The only North American genera 
are Amsonia (is not Echites Fraseri^ Eoem. and Schultes, 
the A. ciliata^ Walt. ?), Apoeynum and Forsteronia (jP. dif- 
formis^ = Echites difformis^ Walt.). 

The order Asclepiadeca has been very faithfully studied by 
Decaisne. All the North American representatives belong 
to the tribe of true Asclepiadeoe^ with the exception of 
Gonolobus, of which we have several species (one of them, 
collected by Dr. Short, forms the new (r. and 

one, or possibly two species of Chthamalia, Decaisne. Jfe- 
taiitelma Fraseri is probably a native of the West Indies, 
not of Carolina. Enslenia albida^ we notice, is about to be 
figured in the forthcoming volume of Delessert’s leones ; as 
also is Podostigma. Acerates includes ten, chiefly North 
American species. Asclepias is reduced to forty-four species, 
all of which are American, and the greater part extra-tropi¬ 
cal. We are happy to learn that the plates of the fifth volume 
of the “ leones Selectae ” of the liberal Delessert — chiefly 
devoted to the illustration of the eighth volume of the “ Pro- 
dromus ’’ — are already in the hands of the engraver. 
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A year ago we liad the pleasure to notice tin* oiglilh volume 
of this indispensable work, the 1st of tlio scries ^lutdcr the 
editorship of Professor Alphonse Dis t.'anilitllc. 'rhe ninth 
volume, now before us, was issiu'd on tlu» 1st of dunuary 
last; and the forthcoming portions are in course «.f prepa¬ 
ration under such favorabhi eircuinstanees that wt« may now 
confidently look for the api)earancc of a volume a year, and f<»r 
the full completion of this Species Plautarnm,” aecmling 
to the natural system, at no very distant period. Wo have 
already mentioned the arrangements that are imule to secure 
this desirable consummation, and by which tin* work InH'iuacs 
as it were a series of separate monogr:iplis, prepared by the 
most skilful hands, under the supurintendem-i! of a eommon 
editor. Every botanist is aware of the improveineiit i>f the 
successive volumes as they appeared from the unrivalled hands 
of the elder De Candolle; and a further improveiiumt is jnani- 
fest in the later portions, elaborated or revised by bis wm, 
especially in the introduction of characters drawn from lesti- 
vation, placentation, the structure of tho ovule, and other 
points which have oirly quite recently been lnrne«l to Kpceiul 
account by systematic botanists. A ])artieuhir necoinit of a 
volume which is or soon will bo in tho hands of every working 
botanist, cannot he ncccssaiy, and wo have not time at pn>Rent 
for special enumeration. Tho ninth volume commenees with 
the Loganiacm}, by Alphonse Do Candolh*. Tho genus 
Coelostylis, Torr. and Gr., is ((orrectly reduced to Spigelia. 
Under this order we have a tribe creates! for tho long-vexed 
Gelsemium, which we sirspcct is not yet finally at rest. Next 
follows the Oentianacecp, elaborated by Grisebach, whose 
recent monograph of that family, which forms tho basis of 
the present arrangement, was duly noticed in tljis Journal. 
The order Bignoniacem is edited from tho manuscripts of tho 
elder De Candolle; as are also tho orders Semtnem and Cgr- 
tandracecB, which last has been reduced by Mr. Brown to ffes- 
neriacecB. The IlydropKyllacecp. are elaborated by Alphonse 
De Candolle, in which, by attributing generic importance to 
the presence or absence of tho appendages or nectariferous 
scales within the tube of the corolla, the number of generti is 
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perhaps too greatly increased. The Polemoniacece are admi¬ 
rably worked out by Bentham, who has reduced to sections of 
Gilia his Hugelia, Fenzlia, Linanthus, Dactylophyllum, Lep- 
tosiphon, Leptodactylon, and the Ipomopsis, Michx. The 
elaboration of the ConvolvulacecB by Professor Choisy does 
not appear to give entire satisfaction to botanists. The term 
“ infelicissime intricatus ” is perhaps still applicable to their 
family; and the genera are probably unduly increased in 
number. Of the BoTraginece^ printed from the elder De 
Candolle’s manuscripts, with valuable notes and additions by 
the editor, we have the first three tribes, namely, Cordiece^ 
Phretiem^ and Heliotropeoe- But for the true Borragece 
we must wait until the appearance of the tenth volume, which 
is already in press. 

The long-expected eleventh volume of this work was pub¬ 
lished at the close of November last, or rather in December, 
and is now in the hands of botanists throughout Europe and 
America. It comprises, first, the OrobanchacecB^ by Mr. 
Reuter of Geneva; the true genera of which are Epiphegus 
of the United States; Phelipsea, containing thirty-eight species 
of the Old World, and two of North America west of the 
Mississippi; Conopholis (for the Orohanclie Americana^ L.) ; 
Orobanche of over ninety species belonging to the temperate 
regions of the Old World; Boschniakia of two high north¬ 
west American and Siberian species; Clandestina of one south 
European species; Lathrsea of two Old World species; and 
Anoplanthus, Endl. (Anoplon, Wallr.), which is made to 
embrace not only the three genuine species of North America, 
but also a separate section corresponding with Anblatuin, 
Endl., of two species of Central Asia. The earlier recent 
name of this last genus is Gymnocaulis, Nutt.; the next is 
Anoplon, by Wallroth. This was changed by Endlicher to 
Anoplanthus, because there is an Anoplon in zoology — an 
insufScient reason — with which, however, we need not trouble 
ourselves, since all three must give way to the early and ex¬ 
cellent name of Aphyllon, founded by Mitchell, and published 
in 1748, on the typical species afterwards called Orobanche 
uniflora by Linnaeus. This'name, the revival of which is 
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demanded not only by statute law, but also for the avoidance 
of the intricately conflicting names recently imposed, was 
adopted in the MSS. for this family prepared for the Flora 
of North America,” and also in the writers ‘^Mamial of the 
Botany of the Northern United States.” Besides ^4. 
jloTum^ -WQ have in the West and North, A. and A. 

fasciculatum. To the Genera affinia vel diihia, KNmfer aj)- 
pends Obolaria, which is correctly described, exeejjt that the 
insertion of the ovules over the whole inma* surfacai of the 
ovary is overlooked; the present writer’s illustration of this 
genus not having reached Geneva until after this family \vm 
printed off. 

The great family of this volume, occu))ying almost four 
hundred pages, is the order Accmthacefc^ which is coat riisited 
by Nees von Esenbcck. This chiefly tropical or subtropi(*al 
family, founded less than forty years ago upon a small mmdxu* 
of genera and species, now ranks among the largest (yf the 
monopetalous scries, and is arranged by Ni'es muUu* two sub¬ 
orders, eleven tribes, and 146 genera (including tluKse of tln^ 
appendix). We have few Acantkamv- in tin*! United v^tates, 
so that an analysis of the family would not intmu'st our 
readers. Wo are pleased to find that the wiateFs refm'em^e 
of the liuellia justicuvflora^ Hook, (the Kberlea of Biddidl), 
to the genus Hygrophila, K. Br, (vide PL Lindheim, ]>. 22, 
note), is confirmed by Nees von Esenbeck. It appears tliat 
the species is also Mexican, and had been already deH<»rih(‘d 
by Schlechtendal. Our Kuclliae belong to Dipteraeauthus 
and Calophanes. Our Dimithera Amermina^ L., with its 
allies, is included in the large genus lihytiglossa, established 
by Nees (in Lindl, Introd. Nat. Syst., cd. 2) a few years 
ago, on some Cape of Good Hope species, from whi(*h tin* 
author suggests that the American species may differ gen- 
erically. However that may be, we urgently protest against 
this suppression of the old Gronovian and Linn^an genus, 
Dianthera, which was founded upon our si>ecies; ami whic*h 
name, although unaccountably overlooked by Endlicher, who 
is usually careful, as well as by Nees, who is careless, as to 
questions of priority, must surely be continued for the genus, 
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however hounded, which includes the Justicia pedunciilosa 
and J. hiimilis of Michaux. 

The remainder of the volume, contributed by Schauer of 
Breslau, comprises, first, PhrymacecB^ another of these incon¬ 
venient little orders established on a single genus of a single 
species, which, however, differs remarkably from Verbenaceoe 
as well as Labiatm^ by the monomerous ovary, with a single 
orthotropous ovule erect from the base of the cell, an embryo 
with the radicle superior, and convolute cotyledons; and 
finally, the Verbenaceoe^ composed of three tribes (the Ver- 
benecB^ Viticeoe^Avicenmece), ten subtribes, and forty-two gen¬ 
era. The genus Verbena, with which we are principally con¬ 
cerned in the United States, comprises seventy-one species, 
besides a dozen dubious ones appended at the close. 

We had nearly forgotten the small family Myoporaceoe^ 
which is elaborated by Professor Alphonse De Candolle him¬ 
self. These twelve genera are all Australian or Oceanic, 
except Bontia, which is a Caribbean genus of a single species. 

The twelfth volume, which will contain the Labiatoe by 
Bentham, is promised for June. 

The twelfth volume of the ‘‘Prodromus,” delayed somewhat 
by the convulsions of the continent, will be welcome to bot¬ 
anists. It concludes the series of Monopetalce^ with the ex¬ 
ception of the small family PlantayinacecB^ and the large one 
of /SoZa^zacece, which last. Professor Dunal — from whom it 
has long been due — appears to find by no means easy to elab¬ 
orate. Of the present volume, all but one hundred pages are 
occupied by the Labiatce^ from the hand of the most unwearied 
and best of monographers, Mr. Bentham. The plants of this 
large order, arranged in 101 genera, are thrown into eight 
tribes, instead of the eleven in the “ Labiatarum Genera et 
Species; ” the Satureieoe now being made to comprehend the 
Menihoideoe and the Melissinece of the earlier work, and the 
Scutellarinece being merged in the Stachydece. The Ocimoi- 
decB^ comprising nineteen genera, are represented in extra- 
tropical North America solely by one or two species of 
Hyptis, which inhabit our southeastern frontiers. 

Of the Satureieoe we have Mentha, Lycopus, a single Cu- 
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nila, Pycnanthenuum (the ^vIu)lo neventcen an anoni- 

alous Satureia {S. r!(/i(i<u Burtr.), thnn^ ftpia'ifH uf 
ria; while to CHahuniniha is now referretl ihv ft>ruit*r J/. 
hella and Jf. as well us the ilutd'trh 

BentL, with the lutw (J. runrarvHs^ 'But aiul ?ilSS , ninl 
C- Ottrolmiana^ Sweet (Thymus, Miehx. ); also twti speeies 
of Dieenuulra (of which /A (Ivtmjluni is a mnv ene from 
Florida); the (!alifomia Po^o^ym*; HiHh‘<Mu:u ineluiliiii; 
IL cllUtUt (^Kelthht lh*nth., Luh.); and i’o!liiiHuiii:u 

of which six spe<‘ies are recogaizinl. 

Of the tribe Mofiardea* we possess a Hnmll portion of the 
vast genus Salvia, which is increased to 40T speeion; Atidi- 
bortia of California, of six species; Monanhu of h\x species 
(if/, didyma and J\Lfist%dom being retained nearly as in the 
earlier monograph) ; and Blephilia, of two Hpeeien, 

The tribe Nejietem affords us liophanthus ; a hingte Dra- 
oocephaliun; and a Cedromdla. 

The tribe Stachydvm furnishes Pntnelhu for wldeli Al¬ 
phonse Do Candolle restores, with satisfaetiO'y reasniH given, 
the orthography, Brumdla; Scutellaria, of eighty-six species, 
sixteen of them North American; PhyHo.sit*giu, of which two 
species are admitted; Brazoria, Fmgi*lnK—•tiray (in which 
the synonym P/iyHontryia fnatrafti^ Hook. Botanical Maga¬ 
zine, t. 3494,’^ should he cited under /A Hrniriittrhfltif m 
shown in Chlor. Bor.-Amer., and not under /A frnneo/o | ; 
Macbridea and Synandra, eatdi of a siiiglt! s|M*ei«*«; mid 
Stachys (from which Betonica is now exelmled ), of ll]8 
species. 

The tribe JVas/re belongs entirely to the Old M'orld and to 
the Sandwich Islands; and the tribe Prontani/ierew m exclu¬ 
sively Australian. 

Of tbe Ajugemvie have Isantlms, Trichosteninm (in wliich 
a corrected view is taken of the inllorescenco of tlie tyjueal 
section), and Teucrium. 

The small order, Selar/inacect^ contributed by Profeasfir 
Choisy of Geneva, consists of eight almost exclusively South 
African genera, to which the sixb-arctic genus (lymnandra is 
doubtfully appended. Of three Siberian species of this genus 
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two are found on our northwest coast, two are Himalayan, 
and one has recently been found at Aucher-Eloy in the moun¬ 
tains of Armenia. 

The order Stilbacece^ prepared by Professor Alphonse De 
Candolle himself, consists of three genera each of a single 
known species, and of one with five species; all of them 
natives of the Cape of Good Hope. 

The Globulariacece^ by the same author, comprises the 
typical genus, with eight species, and a new one of a single 
species; all of Europe and of Eastern Asia, except one in the 
Canary Islands. 

The order Brunoniacece^ also by De Candolle, contains a 
single genus of two Australian species ; both made known by 
the prince of botanists whose name they bear. 

Mr. Boissier, the most active and promising botanist of 
the Genevan school, has elaborated the Blumbaginacece. The 
tribe Staticece comprises six genera, namely, ^gialitis, E. 
Br., of the shores of eastern tropical Asia and Australia; 
Acantholimon, Boiss., of forty-two Central Asian species, and 
Goniolimon, Boiss., of seven Norfch-Asian species, — both dis¬ 
tinguished from the following by their capitate instead of 
filiform stigmas : Statice itself, reaching to one hundred and 
ten species; Armeria, with fifty-two species, and Limonias- 
trum, of two Mediterranean species. The Statice of our own 
coast, S. Caroliniana^ Walt., Mr. Boissier distinguishes from 
8. Limoniwn by its fistulous scape, stricter branches, pyram¬ 
idal instead of corymbose panicle, the distant one-flowered 
spikelets, and the very acute calyx-lobes; the Californian 
plant he introduces is a new species. The tribe Plvmbagece 
consists of the Siberian Plumbagella, the European and tropi¬ 
cal Plumbago, the Abyssinian Valoradia, and the African and 
North IndianVogelia. 

In the Corrigenda to the volume we notice that Bentham 
has corrected the orthography of Trichostemma, so printed 
in the “ Genera ” of Linnaeus, and by mistake in the 
“ Labiatarum Gen. et Sp.,” to Trichostema, as written by 
Gronvius, by Linnaeus in the “ Hortus Cliffortianus,” and as 
the derivation requires. 
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Tins half volume (Parn XIII., stnaio |HiHtrriitri 
pearetl very nearly at ihv ihdv nmnmtwvil fur it, hint uuiuiini, 
when the twelfth w:i.s puUHhIuhL It is tlie sreuiit! jnut, uniifi. 
patlng the first, whieh is to euntaiu lhi» # mul tlii» 

Flanta(jin(tvv<t\ twt> families whieh will iiiii>h the Munopia^ 
akms series, us this bt^gins the Aja fttlir ur Muntfrhlmufjilrtr. 
It COinprise.H the /V/y/o/^/eef/ero , s*tl^nlttrra | (‘'hr unptitli 
B(tsclht(r(t\t\x\i\ Afuantnttit'tti\ ela!x»rateil by -Muipiin 'raiiihiii 
of Tonloimis and the Xf/ridfjlntftra, by l*ridi--H»ir fhoisy of 
(ieneva. Of Plujtoifit'mnn' we have in tin* I iiiird 
only Pvilrvrtt alllavva^ vihxvh in Mori*hi f probalily nui 

inCarolina''), PlPina Ut vitt (to whieh wt* are MurpriHed to 
sec IE portal(tvoUb'H^ Nutt., joined h and }^hijtuiartui dr- 
vandra^ whieh last is now ho whlely disperned over iImi world 
that its native (tountry is uneertiiin. 

The largo family of StdHoltwnv <*omprises 72 genera, ilin. 
posed nearly as iuTandon's"* ('henopiwleuruni KiuuiM*rati»*f' in 
two saborderH ami seven tribes, most of whieh are further di¬ 
vided into mihtrihes. Our genera id the fy /uAdeo ftliijne 
with th(^ emhryo nearly annular) are AphatUHina, XutL, a 
Californian plant <lise<»vered by Mr. Nuttall j IMuj'ijh urhiatti^ 
which is credited to ns heeause Linmeus n*ferre(l Idn Ehrtu*> 
podhwiVhajiniraia to (\ arhtafam^ but it is doubtful if we 
possess the genus ; (Veioloma {Safnola pbtft^phfdbt, ) ; 

Chenopodunn, to whieh Tnmhm now reunites the greater part 
of his Ambrina ninhrtmodvK (\ 

leaving in Roubieva only the original speides, rf»eently i!lns« 
trated in this Journal by Mr. ('arey ; Ulltnin, !*» witielt the 
author now refers, as a section, his former genus, Agafhopliy- 
ton (^Chmopodivm lionuH I/rnrira,% Ia) ; Momdi^pin, Sehnid. 
(Blitum vhenopodioideH^ Nutt); Atriplex, of whieh too imiiiy 
of the older Hpeci(‘H are creditKl to the Ibiiteil StateH ; Olfmne, 
Gaertn., of whieh nine species are Nortli Aineri«*iiiu irudiiding 
(apparently with sufficient reason) the Pteroe!i!t*iii, Torr., 
Grayia, Hook, and Am., of a Hingle Hpc*eii»s: Kurotia; ii 
doubtful Kochia; a Corispermum (winch Tandon seems not 
to know as also a native of this country) ; SalicorniaCm whicdi 
w^e have S. herhacea ? S. Penayinmt (Caro. Fraser), and S, 
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Virginica^ to wMcli last he evidently would refer S, mucro- 
nata^ Bigelow, a name unknown to him (and he has also 
dropped, apparently by accident, the homonym of Lagasca, so 
that the point in which we are interested is not elucidated) ; Ar- 
throcnemum (A.? amhiguum—Salicornia ambigua^ Michx.) 
being still kept distinct. Of the Spirolohece we have in 
North America, Chenopodina, a genus newly founded for the 
Chenopodium maritimum^ L., which was formerly referred 
to Suseda, besides which species Tandon also gives us C. line¬ 
aris^ Ell., which, however, he thinks may be a variety of (7. 
prostrata^ which again he thinks may not prove distinct from 
(7. maritima^ and (7. depressa (^SaUola depressa^ Pursh); 
of Shoberia, we have 8» calceoliformis ( Chenopodium calceoli- 
forme^ Hook.), which is stated also to be found “near New 
York ” ; of Salsola, we have /S', hali only. The singular genus 
Sarcobatus of Nees (the Eremontia of Torrey in the reports 
of Fremont’s first and second journeys) is enumerated among 
the Genera exclusa, and said to be “ dubiae sedis.” Prob¬ 
ably the author had not seen the figure of the fertile plant 
published by Dr- Torrey. Acnida, following the aspect and 
inflorescence, is here referred to the Amarantacece. 

The order Basellacece^ familiar to us only by the Bous- 
singaultia haselloides^ which is cultivated as an ornamen¬ 
tal climbing plant, contains six genera, entirely of tropical 
plants. 

The order Amarantacece Includes forty-five genera, ar¬ 
ranged under three tribes. There are credited to this coun¬ 
try : Celosia, one Californian species; Amaranthus, about 
nine species; Mengea of Schauer, a Californian species which 
has much the aspect of Amarantus Blitum; one or more 
species of Eiixolus, Raf. (^Amarantus lividus^ L. etc.); 
Acnida, in which A. rusocarpa appears to be mixed up, in a 
manner that requires much investigation to unravel, with 
Amarantus tamariscinus^ Nutt., which again, though entirely 
distinct from Acnida itself, nearly accords in character with 
Moquin-Tandon’s section Montelia; Banalia, a new genus, 
one section of which includes an Oregon species {Halomocne- 
mis oeeidentalis^ Nutt., ined.); an obscure Polycnemum ; 
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Gossypianthus, Hook., two Toxan specie;;; Iresin.*, two spe¬ 
cies; Altemanthera, one .species (^AchymnthuH nppis.'L.'); 
besides tke A. (Cladotlirix, Nutt.) htiiuijiiKmi, which Liud- 
heimer and Wright find abundantly in 'rexas, and which will 
certainly stand as a separate gcuitis, if a .striking pw-uliarity 
in respect to its fruit, observed by Dr. 'rorrey, proves to la- a 
normal condition. Telanthcra Jicoidat and T. pofytjomidix 
appear to be only introduced plants along our southern coiwt. 
Fr^lichia (Oplotheca, Nutt.) has thret; North Americuu 
species. Phyllepidiuin of lhiline.s(iuo is not identifieil and 
probably never will be. 

The remaining family, NijctiUjlnmrtv, inelmlt’H cighttieii 
genera, in tliree tribes. Of Mirablis, though no Hpucien are 
credited to us, we have one or more in Ti^xuh, uh wtdl m the 
tliree species of Nyctaginia, Choisy. Of Oxybapluig, six 
North American species are indicated; and the Peruvian 
Alliona incarnata conics also from California, hour 
of Abonia are described, bosideH A»? (Tripterocalyx) w/- 
crantha, Torr., which Dr. Torrey has since raiHcd to the rank 
of a genus. Pisonia aculeata is found on Kt^y Went. Btwr- 
haavia furnishes us three or four speeieH ; and tht?re nhall re¬ 
main some undescribed Texan repreHcntativ(‘H of the family. 

The second part of the fourteenth vadumc! of the Prodro- 
mus ” contains the Tliymvlaw.em by Meisner, the Klmujnmtm 
by von Schlechtemlal, the by De ('andolle, resting 

merely on one of those outlying or anomalfUiH genera which 
there is too great tendency to raise to ordinal iinimrtance, 
merely because the author knows not what to do with them, — 
and SantalacecB by De Candolle. Of the first order we liiive 
only Dirca, peculiar to this country, and with no cong«mer 
known. There is nothing to add rcspectitig our thre^ B|M!cics 
of Elmagnacece. As to our few Safitalwxa^ it is mteresting 
to remark that one of our characteristic genera, Pyruliiria 
(the Oilnut), is found to have two representatives in the 
Himalayas (Sphserocarya, WaU.), and apparently two more 
in southern India (Scleropyrum, Arn.). Also that a Euro¬ 
pean species is introduced into our Comandra (the Thmium 
elegans of Kochel), and the genus itself shown to be hardly 
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distinct from Thesium. And Darbya, Gray, published in 
this Journal twelve years ago, is reduced to a subgenus of 
Comandra, to which we are not disposed to object. But we 
take the new species of true Comandra ( C. 'pallidcb) to be 
a mere variety of (7. umhellata ; which, by the way, we did 
not state to be eight or ten feet, but only as many inches in 
height. De Candolle thinks that the hairs which connect the 
anthers of Comandra, and of most Thesia also, with the per¬ 
ianth, belong to the latter, not to the former, as the generic 
name implies. Our own observations, and especially some 
made by Mr. H. J. Clark upon very young flower-buds, con¬ 
firm this view. The discovery, announced in this Journal in 
1854, that the striking genus Buckleya, Torr., is truly dichla- 
mydeous in the female flowers, proves a capital fact for M. 
De Candolle; who draws from it the confident inference that 
the floral envelope which in all other plants of the order 
occurs alone, and has the stamens opposite its lobes, is corolla 
and not calyx, and consequently so in the LoranthacecB and 
ProteacecB also. Our author’s views are presented in detail in 
an article, “ Sur la Famille des Santalaceae,” in the “ Biblio- 
thdque Universelle,” published last autumn, and they appear 
wellnigh convincing. An analogous case is found in Zan- 
thoxylum (only here the suppression is the rare case), Z. 
Americanum plainly wanting that which in Carolinianum 
is the corolla (“ Genera Illustr.” 2, p. 148). Nyssa offers a 
good instance of the limb of a calyx so reduced as to have 
escaped notice until four years ago. For what to De Candolle 
seem to be petals (p. 622, note in char, of order Santalaceoe)^ 
were seen to be so, and the observations recorded in the fifth 
volume of the “ Memoirs of the American Academy,” p. S36, 
and afterwards extended in the “ Manual Bot. U. S.,” ed. 2, 
p. 162 (1856). It is singular that De Candolle should re¬ 
main so uncertain of the place of Ifyssa in the Natural Sys¬ 
tem. If he will compare it and Mastixia with Cornus he will 
surely be convinced that Nyssa is a true Cornaceous genus. 
So of Cevallia, the true place of which our author seems not 
to know, although given in the “ Flora of North America ” 
many years ago, under the sanction (we may add) of the very 
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highest authority. Indeed, so plain is its relationship to 
Gronovia that Fenzl soon saw and corrected his mistake in 
referring the genus to Calycerece. And if at this date any 
should doubt that these are Loasaceous plants, let them turn 
to the characters of Petalonyx, in the “Memoirs of the 
American Academy,’’ v., p. 319, 

Leaving these details, let us consider our pleasing pi'ospect 
in respect to the continuation (at least through the Dicoty- 
ledonece^ of the great work upon which the De Candolles, 
father and son, and other excellent botanists, have bestowed 
so much labor and talent. The great order of Lauracece was 
to have been included in the present volume. It would have 
extended the volume unduly. But, unfortunately, or fortu¬ 
nately, as the case may be. Professor De Vriese has gone to 
Java on a government mission without finishing the work; 
and the indefatigable Meisner now takes it in hand. It is 
to form the leading part of volume xv., the Begoniacece by 
De Candolle himself, and the AHstolochiacece by Duchartre 
being appended, and perhaps the Euphorhiacece^ also by De 
Candolle, except the genus Euphorbia which Boissier under¬ 
takes. The sixteenth volume is intended to commence with 
the VrticacecB proper, by Weddell, or the Monimiacem by 
Tulasne. We are pleased to learn that Professor Anderson 
of Stockholm is to elaborate the Salicinece. 

The other section of the sixteenth volume of De Candolle’s 
“ Prodromus ” has just been issued. The two parts form in¬ 
deed independent volumes, and are paged and indexed as such, 
so that for aU time botanists will have to quote B (7. Prodr. 
xvi. (I), p., etc., which is to be regretted, but there is no help 
for it. The present (prior) part, of 450 pages besides 65 
intercalated ones, contains the Buxacece and some other plants 
excluded from the Euphorhiacece^ by Dr. Miiller ; the Empe- 
tracem by Alphonse De Candolle himself (Empetrum reduced 
to one species, Corema of two, and a Ceratiola) ; Cannahinece 
by the same (the JJlmacecB and Artocarpece postponed not 
being ready), the Urticaceoe (i. e. the Urticece) by Weddell; 
EiperacecB by Casimir De Candolle (the Saururem made a 
mere tribe, and the Pipereae mainly included under Piper of 
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635 species, Peperomia o£ 389!) ; Chlorantliacece by Solms- 
Laubach. of Halle, reduced to three genera; and finally, Gar- 
ryaoem by the editor, comprising nine species of Garrya. It 
appears that the latter end of the volume was printed first, 
which explains the omission of hvxifolia^ a species discov¬ 
ered in northern California by Bolander, and published a 
year and a half ago. If one or two collaborators will now 
bring up their arrears, the editor may very soon have the 
great satisfaction of announcing the completion of the great 
Dicotyledonous series. 

The seventeenth volume of De Candolle’s ^‘Prodromus” 
contains, in the first place, certain small outlying orders, or 
some of them genera that have to do duty as orders, which 
on various accounts have been left out of the ‘‘ Prodromus ” 
as it went on, namely, Sarraceniacece^ l^hytocrenece^ Car- 
diopteridece^ SalvadoracecG^ CynocramhQ^ JBatidacece (one Ba- 
tis), Lennoacece (by Solms-Laubach), Podostemacem (by 
Weddell). Then Nepenthacece^ by Dr. Hooker; Cytinacem, 
by the same; Balanophoracece^ by Eichler; VlmacecB, by 
Planchon ; MoracecB^ by Bureau ; and a synopsis of the genera 
of ArtocarpecB. For the complete elaboration of the last 
family the volume has been a good while kept hack, and has 
at length been issued, and (sad to say) the work concluded 
without it. It is to be hoped that whenever M. Bureau 
finishes his undertaking, the publishers of the Prodromus ” 
may print the Artocarpece uniformly with the rest, so that it 
may be appended. 

Then follow a few pages of Genera omissa, with brief 
references, indicating that they are, or may be, so far as has 
been made out or conjectured; and finally, the wearied editor 
appends his “ Prodromi Historia, Numeri, Conclusio.” It is 
a terse and highly interesting account of this work, which 
(including the two preceding volumes of “ Systema”) occupied 
his celebrated and indefatigable father from the year 1816, or 
earlier, down to the end of his life, in 1841, and himself to 
the close of the past year; an enumeration of the contributors 
who have worked tip particular families or genera; an enu¬ 
meration of the orders, specifying the volume which contains 
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each, and the number of genera and species descuibiHl, 5134 
genera and 58,976 species, wliieh the missing ArtuvnrjHuv, 
it is estimated, would bring up to 5103 gem‘ra and about 
60,000 species of Dicotyledones. Among a few statistical 
data which are given, the ten orders inw enunuu’ati^d which 
contain the greatest number of genera, beginning with Com¬ 
posites and ending with (JrHctJhuv. Tlitm the ten whiidi 
most abound in species, whicdi begin with Vomj>osit((> ( 8501 
species) and end with UmhvlUfcnv (lOlO), l^VfjtunuumHV 
are the second in both lists, and next Iii(hiim‘(v in tint fo!*mtu* 
and £uphorbiac(i(s in the latter. Jiut tim long intiu’val be¬ 
tween the publication of many orders, say bi‘twemi Cntn/env 
and Eujiliorhiacem^ much diminishes the vahu* of such com¬ 
parisons. The reasons which have preventt‘d a mort^ rapid 
publication of the volumes of the Prodronms," <*speciully 
since the work has been largely distribut(*d among ('ollabora- 
tors, are hinted at; and finally the regrettabh; announccnuuit 
is made that the publication is now relimpiislnMl, at tiu^ close* 
of the Dieotyledones. A full Index, down io gimcra and 
their sections, filling 170 pages, eloH<‘H this great work. 

We sincerely congrattdat(^ the editor upon the successful 
completion of this groat undcu’taking at the limits lie ftdt 
obliged to iii’escrilie, and thank him heartily for his long and 
faithful service and many sacrifices. As it may lx* hopml that 
he has still years of good work in him, all will rt‘gret that In* 
could not bear this burden through a few of tluun, whih^ a 
half dozen collaborators, who might be tianuMl, elahorab* tlu^ 
Monoeotyledonous orders. But, as he declarers that ho shoidd 
doubtless perish under it, we prefer the living botanist to the 
completed ‘‘Prodromiis.” Wo may expect from him origi¬ 
nal work instead of editorial drudgery, perhaps a xiew edi¬ 
tion of his Geographical Botany, or new res(*ar(dies uj>on the 
same subject, investigated with his impartial judgnumt, undtu* 
the new light which was just dawning when that comprehen¬ 
sive treatise was published. 

Since these remarks were written we have received an in¬ 
teresting pamphlet, separately issued from the “ Arcdiives des 
Sciences ” of the “ Bibliotheqne Universelle ’’ for November, 
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entitled, ‘‘ Iteflexions sur les Ouvrages G^n<iraux do Ik>ta- 
niquo Descriptive.” In this M. De Candolle gives the 
tory of the Prodroinus ” and its forerunner with consider- 
able fullness, explains more particularly his editorial trialt^ 
and burdens, and the reasons why the work could not be 
made to get on faster, and gives his views as to the most 
practieal>le method of combining the labors of the botani«t 
of another generation in the production of the new “ Systeiiia 
Vegetabilium ” which will be demanded. An estimate is mada 
of the time it must needs require, even with all the available 
monographers of the day enlisted in the service. The in¬ 
creased difficulties, or at least the augmented labor, of sys¬ 
tematic botanical work, under the present demands of tlio 
science, are indi(‘ated. It appears that while in his fathex'^s 
time one could elaborate at the rate of about ten species a 
day, a faithful monographer now, under the modern requix’O- 
rnents, c*an seldom exceed three or four hundred species por 
annum, that is, about a species a dayl We suppose that tho 
case on the whole is not overstated. 


ENDLICHER’S GENERA PLANTARUM. 

This is one of the most important works ^ of the age ; and 
we are anxious to make it more generally known to the bota¬ 
nists of this country. It is not too much to say, that without 
this, and Lindley’s introduction to the Natural System (or 
some equivalent work), no person who does not possess the 
advantage of a large library and an extensive general colleiv 
tion of plants, can obtain any correct idea of the present state 
of systematic botany. The work is published in parts, of 
each, in an imperial octavo or a kind of oblong 
quarto form, closely printed in double columns. The eleventh 
fasciculus, whicli is the last we have received, reaches to page 
880; but probably two or more additional numbers have by 

1 En(lli(5lier’s Genera Plantarum secundum Ordines Naturales disposita* 
Vienna, 183C-40. (American Journal of Science and Arts, xxxix. 176.} 
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this time appeared. It is stated in the original announcement 
that the work will not exceed ten or twelve iniinbers; we 
imagine, however, that four or fivo additional numbers will be 
required for its completion. It coimncnces, like tlio (icnei'a 
Plantarurnof Jussieu, with the plante of the simplest or 
lowest oi'ganization (^Thallopliyta, EiulL); a plan which is 
now the most common and perhaps tho most philosophical, 
but which is attended with many practical inconveniences to 
the tyro. 

Tho first edition of the Genera Plantaruinby Linnmus 
was published at Leyden in tho year 1737 ; tho second and 
third wore published at tho same place, tho one in 1742, the 
other in 1752 ; the fourth and fifth were published at Stock¬ 
holm ; tho latter (termed tho sixth in our copy) in the year 
1764, which is tho last by Liimams liimstJf, is tho edition gen¬ 
erally cited, and was reprinted at Vienna in 1707. This last 
Stockholm edition forms tho excdlent model of all the suc¬ 
ceeding editions, as they arc termed, edited by various au¬ 
thors. It comprises 1239 genera, which in an appendix are 
reduced as far as j)()ssible to their proper natural or<lers. The 
first edition after the death of Limueus is, wo believe, that of 
Reichard, published at Frankfort in 1778, about the same 
time with tho edition of the “ Systema Planturum ” by tho 
same author. To this succeeded the edition by Schrobor 
(published also at Frankfort, 1789-1791, in two volumes), 
who is chiefly famous for having in this work changed all the 
imclassical names of A ablet and others for new ones made 
according to the Linnsean canons. Succeeding authors in 
pluciking these borrowed plumes have despoiled him of some 
rightful feathers; as in the case of the genus Brasenia, for 
which most botanists have retained Michanx’s name, Hydro- 
peltis, which was published a dozen years later. The number 
of genera is here increased to 1769. About the same time 
(1791) an edition was published by Haenke at Vienna, which 
is apparently carefully digested. The latest edition of the 
“ Genera Plantarum ” which bears the name of Linnaeus, and is 
arranged according to the artificial system, is that of Sprengel, 
and published at Gottingen in 1830 and 1831 (2 vols. 8vo), 
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latest complete work in which tlio known j^encm 
irized, lie gives the date of the publication 
.Jkd references to the principal figures. The whole 
le genera described is 4159. 
lera Plantarum secundum Ordines Natumles dis* 
ae immortal Jussieu, with which a new era in Imt- 
ced, appeared in the year 1789. This work has 
•eprinted in France, and but once out of it, and is 
rce. Until the commencement of Dr. Endlicher'i 
Lod of about half a century, it has remained the 
a Plantarum according to the xiatural ByBtem. 
fc one living botanist upon whom the tfisk of pre- 
7^ Genera of Plants would seem most appropriately 
but since it cannot bo expected from tlmt qnar- 
glad it has been undertaken, and we may almcmt 
;ed, by so learned and careful a botanist m Dr. 
The only fault wo have to notice is, that there 
of distinguishing directly the generic characters, 
compiled altogether from preceding autliors, from 
t from the plants themselves. An author can only 
ed responsible for the latter ; yet unless there 1)6 
3 of distinguishing those which have been verified 
emainder, he becomes somewhat implicated in the 
c bis predecessors. Dr, Endlioher being scarcely 
uished as a classical scholar than as a botanist, this 
»erfect model of the classical style. 
leously with this work, which it is in part intended 
e, the author is publishing an Iconographia Ge- 
xitarum.” It appears in quarto parts, with about 
tolored plates in each, executed in a very superior 
[til full analyses, which leave nothing to be cleeirdi 
pect. Seven or eight parts are already published, 
leapest illustrated work of the kind with which we 
ited, and at the same time one of the very best. 
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HARVEY’S SOUTH AFRICAN PLANTS. 

This volume ^ was written, printed in very handsome style, 
and published at the Cape of Good Hope. It was prepared, 
not, as wo might suppose, for the i)urpose of making Cape 
plants better known to Kuro])ean botanists, but for the use of 
the students and lov(u*s of flowers at the Cape. It is arranged, 
moreover, aceording to the Natural Hysttun, and is throughout 
a work of genuine seienco. Truly, if popular botanical works, 
based on the Natural System, are detuned most advantageous 
for students at the Capo of Good Hope, wo may indulge the 
expectation that this method will in duo time bo universally 
adopted in Kurope and the United States. Mr. Harvey, wlu^, 
while occupied with his duties as colonial settretary, has been 
enabled to do so much for the botany of that rich and inter¬ 
esting region, both by his own researches and by emiouraging 
the labors of others, was rc(piestcd to rc<*ommcnd some intro¬ 
ductory work on botany. 

Had a nuiiMJ introdiu'tion to the elements of the science alone 
been needed, the desideratum might easily Iiavo been supplied. 
“ But I soon fotind,’’ says Mr. Harvey, “ on cross-questioning, 
tluit something v<‘ry different wtis required. One lady told 
mo that slie knew already what ‘calyx, corolla, stamens, and 
pistils, and all that’meant; and another had penetrated the 
mystery of Monandria, Diandria, et(».., and did not want to he 
told that ov(^r again ; what they desired was a book in which 
they could discovcir the names of every plant that struck their 
fancy in rambling through the fields, — in short, a Flora 
Capensis. Hero I found myself completely at fault, for there 
seemed little use in recommending the Flora of Thunberg, or 
the more ancient writings of Burmann; for even could they 
be procured, which would not bo without much difficulty, they 
would have proved perfectly useless to my lady friends, who, 
not being hlue-stockings, could have derived little instruction 

1 The Genera of Sendh African Plants, arranged according to the nat¬ 
ural system, by William Henry Harvey, Esq. Cape Town, 1B38. (Ameri¬ 
can Journal of Science and Arts, xxxhc. 173.) 
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from the erablwcl Ijatin in which they were written.’'^ Mr. 
Harvey then t'otiet^ivetl the idea of writing a Flora CapenHiB ; 
hut it at onee <H»eurriiitg that aucli a work must consume a 
long series of years in prejmration, he decided upon rendering 
that more pnmipt, though less complete assistance, which a 
work like the present is ealculatinl to afford- *^Tlio (ienem 
of South African i^lauts ’’ is the result of this determination ; 
for which the author cIoHcrves the thanks, not only of the lady 
friends whose l>encfit he had chiefly in view, but of all the 
cultivators of botanical science* Although much more time 
would be requix^cd for its preparation, the work would have 
been more valuable had Mr. Harvey placed still less dc- 
{xendenee on preceding authors, and drawn his charac^ters, in 
every practicable instance, from tlu* plants theinBclves; but 
only tliose who nvo lu^cuHtomtul to piH*pare their works in this 
manner are aware of the vjist amount of labor it involves. 
The g(*neral plan of the work, as the author informs us, is 
taken from lack’s IJotaixy of the Northern and Middle 
States of North America,’’ and NuttaH’s Genera of North 
American Plants ”; in the arrangement axid eharatiters of the 
orders, Dr. Amott has chiefly been followed. The number 
of genera described is 1086, distributed under 186 orders. 
Many South Afxdcan genera have been published in still more 
recent general works or particular memoirs, or in those which 
have not reached the Cape in time to bo employed by Mr. 
Harvey, so that the number of Cape genera may be safely 
estimated at 1200. 


SIEBOLD’S FLORA OP JAPAN. 

Tins work^ is, we believe, wholly arranged and prepared 
by Professor Zuccarini of Munich, from notes and specimenB 
furnished by Dr. Biebold of Leyden, accumulated during his 

^ Fim-a Japonica. SeetJo prima, Plantse ornatui vel usui inservientes, 
digassit Dr..J. (j. Zuccarini. Ftisc. 1-10. Leyden, 1835-39. (American 
Journal of Science and Arts, xxxix. 175.) 
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long official residence in Japan. The admirable plates are 
executed in Munich; they are engraved upon stone after a 
peculiar method, which is now frequently employed, and are 
certainly not excelled in beauty or accuracy by any copper¬ 
plate engraving in the same style. The portion already i>ul)- 
lished comprises only the ornamental or otherwise interesting 
plants, the general account of the Japanese flora being ri*- 
served for a future part of the work. The flora of Japan jnx^- 
sents such striking analogies to that of the temperate part of 
North America as to render this work of more than ordinary 
interest to American botanists. To show this, we select from 
the forty-six species described and figured by Zueearini, the 
following list, placing opposite the Japanese i)lant tlu^ related 
North American forms. 


FLORA OF JAPAN. 

Jllicium religiosum, 

Kadsura Japonicaj 
Benthamia Japonica, 

Corylopsis, two species, 

Aralia eduliSj 
S7jmplocos lucidaj 
Styrax Japonicim^ etc. 

Deutzia, three species, 
ScJilzopJiargma HydrangeoldeSj 
Platycrater argutaj ) 

Diervilla, several species, 
Viburnum tomentosum^ 

Wisteria (or, as it should be, 
Wistaria) Japonica, and two 
other species, 

Paulownia imperialism 


FI.OIIA OF NORTH AMERICA. 

Jllicium Floridanum and parvijtorum, 
Schizandra coccinea. 

Comus Jlorida. 

Ilamamelis and Frothergilla* 

Aralia racemosa. 
llopea tinctorUi. 

StyraXm several species. 
PhUadelpiJius. 

( Decumaria and 
# Hydrangea. 

Diervilla loumefortii. 

Viburnum lantanoides. 

Wistaria frutescens. 

Catalpa cordifolia. 


While about half the species thus far published are nearly 
related to (chiefly characteristic) North American plants, only 
eight, besides those given above, belong to genera which have 
no representatives in this country. The list might be greatly 
extended by comparisons from other sources. Thus lloteia 
Japonica of Morren and Decaisne (which belongs to the ear¬ 
lier established Astilbe, Don.), which was by Thunberg mis¬ 
taken for Spiraea AruncuSm closely resembles our own Astilhc 
decandram which has been more than once confounded with 



FLORA OF JAPAN, 

Spirmi Arvncus. On some tninm ommion wa hop to wiaki’ 
a somewhat extended comparison between the flom of 
perate North xlmerica, and that of Japan anil Miclcllo A*iaJ 

Professor Zuccarini, the author, in oonjunetion with I>r. 
bold, of the excellent Blora Jiipnica ” now in progwiw. 
recently published the first part of a brief memoir, entitJffIt 

Flora) Japonicse familie Naturales, adjectis genermn el •!»* 
cierum exemplis selectis: Sect. i. Planto diootyledloneie |Mily* 
petalm.” ^ It is interesting to remark how many of our ehar- 
iicteristic genera are reproduced in Japan, not to apiik of 
striking analogous forms. Thus the flora of Japan has not 
only Wistaria, Lespedeza, Sieversia, Chimonanthmi (in plmm 
of our Calycanthus), Philadelplms, several speies of Hhtu* 
closely resembling our own, and two peuHar genera of Ju- 
glandecc^ but also a Pachysandra, some Ilerehcrnias, a Stii* 
phylea, and a peculiar genus of the tribe (Kuscaphis) besides : 
not only a dozen Maples, bur also a Negundo, a Stuariia, Iwci 
Tilias, a l^hytolaoca, an Opuntia (surely not indigt^ntniii), a 
Sicyos referred to our own angvlata^ two Drom^nm, a 
Keluxnbium, a Nuphar, and two species of Nympham, (iyiian- 
dropsis, a real Dicentra (Dielytra) and an iiUbd new geiiws, 
with several species of Corydalis, a Trollius, onr own CJoptiii 
and two new ones like the western (L anplenifolia^ an l«o- 
pyrum, two species of Aquilegia, one of them near A, ( *(m» 
adensis^ a Cirnicifuga, a Trautvetteria, an Illiciurn, some 
Magnolias, Kadsura and Sphmrostemma in place of Scbi 
asandra, a Mitellopsis, two species of Astilbe (Hotida), ninny 
Hydrangeas as well as peculiar Ilydrangeacemm forms, a 
Ilamamelis with two other characteristic genera of the family, 
some true Dogwoods, as well as Bcnthaniia the analogue of 
3ur Cornus Jlorida^ some true Vines, and two species of Am- 

1 This short paper is of peculiar interest. It contains the earliest ri»cf»rti 
>f Professor Graj’s invc%tigation8 into the flora of Japan, and itn rrlaiiorifi 
JO that of eastern North America — investigations which many yenn* liiti-r 
itiabled him to (Explain the distribution of plants through the ntirthi^rii 
lemisphere by tracing their direct deseteut from ancestors which llc«ir« 
shed in the Arctic re«;ion durin|]f the latest tertiary perimk, and wlab* 
ished his reputation as a philosophical naturalist. — (h 8. B. 

2 American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., ii. IJTi. 




40 


REVIEWS. 


pelopsis, tliree species of Panax, and four of Aralia, one of 
whicli is near our A, nudicaulis; and among Umbelliferse 
are Hydrocotyle, Sanicula, Siam, Angelica, but what is most 
remarkable, Cryptotsenia, Arcbemora, and Osmorhiza. fur¬ 
ther cases of generic conformity abound in the remaining di¬ 
visions of the vegetable kingdom; thus, for example, Dier- 
villa, Mitchella, Madura, Liquidambar, Torreya, and Sassa¬ 
fras, are represented in the flora of Japan. 


VEGETABLE MONSTROSITIES. 

Tins interesting treatise ^ on Vegetable Monstrosities is 
very properly prefaced by a statement of what is meant by 
the normal structure of plants, by vegetable individuality, 
and vegetable symmetry. The author proceeds to consider, 
first, those slighter deviations which are called varieties; 
and secondly, those more grave and mostly congenital anom¬ 
alies which bear the name of monsters. As to the latter the 
author remarks, that nearly every monstrous or abnormal con¬ 
dition that has been observed is to bo met with as the normal 
static of other vegetal)les; and that between a monstrous and 
a normal flower, the only difference often is, that the former 
ta the occasional, and the latter the habitual state. “La 
rnonstruositd est done, cn gdndral, Tapplication insolite, a un 
individu ou a un apparcil, de la structure nonnale dhm autre 
apparcnl oix d’lm autre individu. C’est un organisation trans- 
posde, c’est uno loi changde de place. On Fa dit avec raison, 
la monstruositd ne se trouve pas en dehors de la nature, mais 
seulemcnt en dehors de la coutume.” It is clear, therefore, 
that while abnormal states may always be explained by the 
laws which regulate the normal structure, monsters themselves, 
as the etymology of the name indicates, often show us the true 
structure when it could not be certainly inferred from the 

^ Eldmens de Tdratologie VegdtaLe, ou Hiatoire ahregee des anomalies de 
V Organisation dans les Vegdtaux. Par A. Moquin-Tandon. Paris, 1841. 
(American Joxirnal of Science and Arts, xli. 374.) 
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habitual condition. The author arranges monstrosities under 
four primary classes: those of volume, of form, of disposition, 
and of number. These are divided, the first class into mons¬ 
ters by diminution of volume {Atrophy')^ and by augmenta¬ 
tion (^Hypertrophy') ; the second class into monsters by alter¬ 
ation of form, whether irregular (Difformation) or regular 
(Helorias), and monsters by the transformation of one organ 
into another (Metamorphosis) ; the third class into monsters • 
by the abnormal connection of parts, or by the disunion of 
parts habitually united, and into those caused by change of 
situation, or displacement; the fourth class into monsters by 
diminution of number, or abortion, and those by augmentation 
of number. Under these heads the monstrosities of the dif¬ 
ferent organs of plants are considered in detail, and in a phil¬ 
osophical and very interesting manner. This brief notice 
of the plan of Moquin-Tandon’s work, we are confident, will 
suffice to commend it to the attention of the botanists of this 
country. 


AGASSIZ’S ZOOLOGICAL NOMENCLATOR. 

This great work,"^ which must have cost an extraordinary 
amount of labor, is now almost completed. Trusting that some 
one of our able zoologists will duly give an account of a work 
which is indispensable to every votary of their science, we pro¬ 
pose at this time merely to call attention to the preface, pub¬ 
lished last year with the ninth and tenth fasciculi, and to ex¬ 
press unqualified admiration of the manner in which a subject 
of interest to all naturalists, that of nomenclature, is there 
treated. While botanists are enjoying the benefits of a sedu¬ 
lous adherence to the wholesome rules imposed by the father of 
natural-history nomenclature, and of nearly unanimous agree¬ 
ment in the few changes which the progress of science and the 
multiplication of its objects have rendered needful, the zoolo- 

1 Nomenclator Zodlogicus^ continens Nomina Systematica Generwn Ani- 
maliumy tarn viventium quam fossilium^ etc. Auctore, L. Agassiz. Soleure, 
1845-46. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., iii. 302.) 
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gists on tlie other hand, who have too generally allowed every 
one to do that which was right in his own eyes, are reaping 
in consequence a plentiful harvest of confusion. The dif¬ 
ficulty of a reform increases with its necessity. It is much 
easier to state the evils than to relieve them; and the well- 
meant endeavors that have recently been made to this end are 
some of them likely, if adopted, to make ‘‘ confusion worse 
confounded.’^ Probably no living zoologist is so conversant 
as Professor Agassiz with the actual state of the nomenclature 
of the animal kingdom, and so well qualified to judge of the 
practical working of proposed rules, which often involve con¬ 
sequences that the propounders never dreamed of. Our 
author’s views are therefore entitled to great weight. We are 
glad to perceive that they entirely concur with those quite 
unanimously adopted in the other great department of natural 
history for which the Linnaean canons were originally framed. 
As these canons were the foundations of our nomenclature. 
Professor Agassiz has very properly reproduced them, totidem 
verhis^i from the “Philosophia Botanica,” adding now and 
then a short but pithy commentary. He then proceeds to 
examine the rules proposed by the Committee of the British 
Association, and shows that while some of them are mere iter¬ 
ations of the Linnsean canons, which should never have lost 
their authority, others are contrary to them, or threaten greater 
evils than they are intended to remedy. In most respects his 
criticisms concur with those already made by Dr. Gould in a 
former volume of this Journal (XIV. p. 1). We agree with 
Professor Agassiz in thinking these English canons worthy of 
adoption only when they agree with the letter or spirit of the 
Linnaean rules, which indeed they generally do. Those which 
conflict with them have not received, and probably will not 
receive, the general assent even of British naturalists. Hence, 
in our opinion, the American Geological Association has too 
hastily reaffirmed them, while they have, indeed, improved 
their form in several respects. It may be well to notice the 
comments of Professor Agassiz upon the* more objectionable 
propositions. 

Their first rule, “ that the name given by the founder of a 
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group or the (first) describer of a species should be perma¬ 
nently retained,” cannot be too firmly insisted on; for upon 
it rests the stability which is the most essential requisite of 
nomenclature. Their second rule, that since the binomial 
nomenclature originated with Linnaeus, the law of priority is 
not to extend to the writings of antecedent authors,” restricts 
the former too arbitrarily, and conflicts, as Professor Agassiz 
states, both with the canons and the example of Linnaeus, not 
less than with the conscientious practice of good naturalists 
ever since. Linnaeus was not the founder of genera or of 
generic nomenclature, and, ‘‘ far from making new names in 
every instance, he retained all names given by his predeces¬ 
sors, provided they could be received into his system.” It is 
generally thought that Linnaeus erred by adopting, not too 
many, but too few of the unobjectionable and well-established 
generic names of his predecessors, such as Tournefort, etc. 
Now when, in the natural progress of the science, a Linnaean 
genus is resolved into two or more Tournefortian ones, for 
instance, are the names of Tournefort to be excluded from 
use ? In the breaking up of the Linnsean genus Lonicera, 
had not the Diervilla and Xylosteum (and if the division 
were to go farther, the Periclymenum and Caprifolium) of 
Tournefort, as well as the Symphoricarpos of Dillenius, an 
indisputable right to restoration ? Indeed Linnaeus was here 
plainly wrong in not adopting one of these prior names for 
the whole genus, instead of creating the new one. This, how¬ 
ever, was to be submitted to; for, as Professor Agassiz re¬ 
marks, “ the names sanctioned by Linnaeus are to be held as 
established above all others. Linnaeus, for instance, received 
very few genera of Echinodermata. Nowadays this class 
numbers many, among which some of those founded by Klein, 
Link and Breynius, long anterior to Linnaeus, hold their place 
with the modern ones of Lamarck, Miiller, etc. But no one 
now prefers that new names should be made for such genera, 
rather than that such approved anterior ones should be 
brought into use again. I certainly see no cause why we may 
not call to life the names of former authors when we divide 
the genera of Linnaeus.” We think those naturalists blame- 



44 


REVIEWS. 


worthy who do not. The third, fourth, and fifth of the 
British canons are accordant with Linnaean rules, and are 
regularly followed in botany. The next four relate to mat¬ 
ters which follow as a consequence of the law of priority; 
but as to what relates to the use of synonymous names Pro¬ 
fessor Agassiz intimates that their rule is perhaps too ab¬ 
solute, and even contradictory to the Linnsean canon, § 244: 
“Nomina generica, quamdiu synonyma digna in promptu 
sunt, nova non effingeiida.” 

The tenth rule, namely, “ A name should be changed 
which has before been proposed for some other genus in 
zoology or botany, or for some other species in the same 
genus, when still retained for such genus or species,” is not as 
well worded as the equivalent Linnsean canon, § 217, “ Nomen 
genericum unum idemque ad diversa designanda genera as- 
sumptum, altero loco, excludendum erit.” Mr. Agassiz re¬ 
marks, greatly to our surprise, that the enforcement of this 
rule would demand the sacrifice of almost half the generic 
names made in recent times. In our opinion, while the same 
names ought not to be given both in zoology and botany, 
the time is passed when received names are to be changed on 
this account. While writers in the different departments of 
zoology alone have doubly employed the same name “ in ten 
thousand instances,” we must see that cases of this sort be¬ 
tween zoologists and botanists, occupying such widely sepa¬ 
rated fields, are inevitable, at least until as perfect lists of 
zoological names shall be compiled and kept up as is done in 
botany. Besides, it is now utterly impossible for any single 
naturalist, or any joint committee of botanists and zoolo¬ 
gists, to determine, in half the cases that arise, whether a par¬ 
ticular genus is to be suppressed or retained in one depart¬ 
ment, so as to require or forbid a change of the posterior 
homonymous name in the other; hence the practical applica¬ 
tion of the Linnaean rule would now create tenfold more con¬ 
fusion than it can relieve. Each well-founded change of the 
sort does no more than obviate a possible inconvenience, 
while every needless one, in a genus of numerous species, 
draws after it a load of useless synonyms, which do not 
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serve, like genuine synonyms, to tell tke history of the genus 
and mark the progress of our knowledge. The whole subject 
is forcibly presented by Professor Agassiz, in another section 
of his preface (p. xxviii et seq.')^ where he states that he now 
knows three thousand generic names common to botany and 
zoology, which the Linnsean rule would require to be changed 
in one or the other department. But surely this number must 
comprise a host of synonyms long since laid on the sheK, as 
w-ell as names of somewhat different formation or termination, 
although of the same derivation. In this case a small matter 
should give them impunity. If these changes must be made, 
no one could do the work for zoology better than Mr. Agassiz ; 
but he affirms it to be a task quite beyond his power, and 
justly concludes that, “in the present state of the science, 
generic names ought not to be changed solely on account 
of their being employed in both kingdoms of nature.’^ To 
this conclusion the American Association evidently accede. 

As to generic names doubly or triply employed in the sev¬ 
eral classes of the animal kingdom (which, we are astonished 
to learn, already number nearly ten thousand), the neces¬ 
sity of applying the Linnaean canon is obvious, and would 
be imperative had not the evil reached such a height as to 
baffle remedy. The summum jus which demands the im¬ 
mediate change of nearly a moiety of the received zoological 
names would surely become summa injuria to the science, 
even if any naturalist were equal to the task of applying it. 
Justice must here be delayed in order that it may be rightly 
administered, and, as our author recommends, the business of 
gradually bringing this part of nomenclature under rule must 
be left to monographers and future systematists. But let 
those upon whom the cacoetTies nominandi is strong, obey 
our author’s advice, desist from proposing new names in mere 
catalogues, and never attempt, while revising the genus which 
rightfully claims a particular name, to impose new names 
upon the homonymous genera in other classes, but leave that 
for their own respective monographers. It will be soon 
enough to give them new names, if such are needed, when 
the validity of these several genera is well made out. 
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Upon the llth rule of the British Committee, namely, that 
‘‘ a name may be changed when it implies a false proposition 
which is likely to propagate important errors,” Professor 
Agassiz remarks that the less this liberty is used the better, 
lest it should lead to licentiousness. 

The 12th rule ordains that “ a name which has never been 
clearly defined in some published work should be changed for 
the earliest by which the object shall have been so defined.” 
This law, our author remarks, “ has become very necessary, 
since dealers in natural objects have begun to arrogate the 
authorship of books collected from catalogues, and demand 
that authors shall receive their names for dividing species. It 
is the same with names which remain unpublished in public 
or private collections, and to which the proprietors or cura¬ 
tors sometimes lay claim. But priority is to be conceded 
only to publication in a work which is accessible to the learned 
throughout the world. Yet while we strictly press the obser¬ 
vance of this law in respect to the publication by learned men 
of the results of their observations, so much the more must 
we brand with infamy those impudent parasites who prowl 
about museums to pick materials for their opuscula^ without 
mentioning the sources whence they have derived their spoil, 
and sometimes even furtively describing the species, the 
names of which they claim.” The people alluded to well de¬ 
serve this censure. On the other hand, not less blameworthy 
are those who purposely pass by, instead of courteously adopt¬ 
ing, appropriate names under which naturalists often distri¬ 
bute their species in advance of publication. This felony is 
the more atrocious because remediless, and to be prevented 
by no rule except that of courtesy; for the public good re¬ 
quires that priority should be conceded to actual publication 
alone. 

The two remaining laws (13th and 14th) are agreeable to, 
or identical with, Linn^ean canons, and are approved by all 
good naturalists. 

The rules recommended by the British Committee for the 
future improvement of nomenclature are next considered; 
and as they are far the most commendable and in general use 
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among good naturalists, we sliall only notice tliose that Mr. 
Agassiz criticises, or we have occasion to comment upon. The 
writer of the British Eeport has chosen to enforce the direc¬ 
tion, to avoid harsh and inelegant or sesquipedalian names, by 
citing, as an example of the kind, the jEnaliolimnosaiirus 
crocodilocephaloides of a German naturalist; ” for which he 
is strongly censured by our author, who declares that no nat¬ 
uralist has ever proposed this name. Surely, if one is inclined 
“ to cast stones into his neighbor’s garden,” as our author 
says, there is no lack of legitimate opportunity, nor necessity 
for fabricating hard names. 

The British Committee condemns the future employment 
of generic names which have been superseded by the rule of 
priority. But this is contrary to the canon, § 245 — “ Nomen 
genericum unius generis, nisi supervacaneiim^ in aliud trans- 
ferri non debet ” (and to ohs. under § 244), no less than to 
the practice of Linnseus and of subsequent naturalists. For 
instance, Saururus of Plumier became a synonym of Piper, but 
this did not debar Linnseus from the subsequent application 
of the name to a new genus. Sisyrinchium of Tournefort 
being included in Iris, Linnseus gave the name to a diflferent 
genus; nor did he hesitate to adopt the genus which Ellis 
had dedicated to Hales, on account of an earlier Halesia of 
Browne, which had already sunk to a synonym. Why should 
a good name be forever tabooed in such cases, and why not, 
if occasion offers, allow it to be remarried to a new genus ? 
We should be careful, however, not to reproduce names which 
are likely ever to be resuscitated in their former relation. 

The British Committee objects to the practice of giving to 
a genus the name which it bore as a species of a former 
genus. But, as Professor Agassiz justly remarks, when a 
species, which proves to be the type of a new genus, has a 
good proper name already, it seems quite as admissible to 
take that name for the genus and make a new one for the 
species, as to coin a new generic name, since either way a new 
name must be introduced: indeed it is preferable, because 
such Linnsean species frequently are found to comprise sev¬ 
eral, hitherto confounded, no one of which has a paramount 
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claim to the specific name: e. g. Oyprinus Gobio^ C. Leucis- 
cus^ 0. Barbus^ L. We go further, and maintain that the 
proper specific names are, coeteribus paribus^ always to be pre¬ 
ferred for genera in these cases, not only because that they 
are already familiar, but because they are most frequently 
old generic names which may claim under the law of priority. 
For example, Lonicera Diervilla^ L. = Diervilla^ Tourn.; L. 
Symphoricarpos^ L. = Symphoricarpos, Dill.; Rhamnus Pa-- 
liiirus^ Jj.—Paliurus^ Dod.; E. Zizyphus^ lu. —Zizyphus^ 
Dod.; Eubus Dalibarda^ —Dalibarda^ L.; and so of hun¬ 
dreds of proper specific names which have rightly resumed 
their generic rank. 

The next proposition of the British Committee, namely, that 
specific names, even when substantive or borrowed from per¬ 
sons or places, should uniformly be written with a small (in¬ 
stead of capital) initial, is so contrary to long usage and 
offensive to good taste, that we are surprised that it should 
anywhere find favor. Mr. Agassiz pointedly condemns it. 
The only reason assigned for the change is, that some people 
might not be able to distinguish the specific from the generic 
name without the aid of typography. But, as Dr. Gould has 
already remarked in this Journal, such persons would be 
misled by almost anything; and the propounders of the rule 
should follow it consistently by writing their own cognomen 
with a small initial letter. We do not wonder that the Com¬ 
mittee of the American Association refused to reaffirm this 
rule, as applied to proper names from persons; and we are 
quite sure that naturalists generally will not hesitate wholly 
to reject it; surely the committee would not approve the prac¬ 
tice of a late botanical author of this country, who reduced 
the proper scientific names of Linnaeus into adjective con¬ 
formity, by writing Ranunculus flammulus^ instead of R. 
Flammula^ “ Thymus serpyllus ” in the place of Thymus 
Serpyllum^ and so on. 

Professor Agassiz severely condemns the proposition to re¬ 
strict the names of families to a uniform termination in idce^ 
and their subdivisions to ince^ without considering whether the 
words in question will receive that particular suffix kindly. 
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This is quite too straight-laced, and gives rise to many 
awkward forms, or 

** Sesquipedalia verba 

Vel nocitura sono, guttur laesura loquentis,” 

which is not worth while to encounter needlessly, for the sake 
of mere technical uniformity, at least when they may be 
avoided by some liberty of choice in the mode of prolonga¬ 
tion. 

The proposition, D. of the British Committee, which directs 
that the name of the original propounder of a species should 
adhere to it when transferred to a different genus, is warmly 
defended by some naturalists in England and, in a modified 
form, in our own country also. Few naturalists are now so 
well qualified to judge of the practical operation of this 
scheme as Professor Agassiz. He declares his opinion that, if 
received, “ it will introduce horrible and remediless confu¬ 
sion,” and that no possible multiplication of synonymy is 
likely to lead to so many difficulties as this new practice. He 
therefore strenuously opposes it by arguments drawn from the 
precepts and practice of Linnseus, who meant the specific 
name to be subordinate to the generic, and never intended it 
to be inferred that he who applied to a plant or animal a 
certain name was therefore its discoverer, or even its first 
systematic describer. He affirms that Linnseus would have 
expressly rejected “ Tyrannus crinitus^ Linn. were 

the innovation proposed in his day, and have written T. crini- 
tus, Swains., had he thought best to approve the division of 
his genus Muscicapa. On the other hand, if he disapproved 
the division, we may add, he would not have thanked a con¬ 
temporary for making him seem to adopt it. The hardship 
is still greater when the question is not of the division of an 
old genus, but of the proper place of a species among ad¬ 
mitted genera, when it is surely improper to cite an author as 
referring to one genus, while he expressly maintains that it 
belongs to another. In fact, the remedy is much worse than 
the disease which the English doctors would cure. Linnaeus 
maintains that he is the true naturalist who understands 
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genera; but from the new practice it will inevitably follow, 
as Professor Agassiz asserts, that the proper establishment 
and definition of genera which demand the highest powers 
of the naturalist, will be less esteemed than the mere dis¬ 
tinguishing of species; a result which, far from promoting 
science, will especially retard the progress of that part of 
zoology in which there is most to be done, and in which the 
science of the animal is still far behind that of the vegetable 
kingdom. It is of the greatest importance that we should 
be able to thread our way back through entangled synonymy 
and mistaken references to the original sources. Here our 
difficulties would be greatly multiplied, unless two sorts of 
synonyms are used. For who, as Mr. Agassiz says, can find 
out what Linnaeus has said of Mitscicapa crinita^ without a 
direct reference to the genus in which Linnaeus himself placed 
it ? And when, as often happens, the Linnaean species is 
mistaken, so that the Tyrannus crinitm., Linn, (s^.) accord¬ 
ing to Swainson, is not the T. crinitus.^ Linn, (sp.) accord¬ 
ing to some other author, the confusion becomes inextricable, 
unless we encumber ourselves with two modes of annotation, 
the old for expressing synonymy, and the new for the names 
really adopted. Then the two modes will not agree with 
each other, nor can one know whither to turn himself. Surely 
the authors of this new rule cannot have considered these 
inconveniences, else they would have themselves discarded 
it. Therefore I entreat and pray them, by all the interests 
of the science they wish to promote, to abandon their proposi¬ 
tion, and not to introduce a new schism into natural history, 
but to return again to the system of Linnseus, the most simple 
of all, and the least likely to errors and Babylonish confusion 
in nomenclature.” 

The Committee of the American Association more wisely 
adopted the mode, afterwards employed by Mr. Dana in 
his great work on Zoophytes, namely, that of appending to 
the specific name the original authority for the species in 
brackets, and adding without brackets the name of the author 
who first described the species under the later received 
genus. To this plan there can be no objection, except that 
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it is rather cumbrous, if it is to be used in every brief 
mention of the species, and, in our opinion, quite superflu¬ 
ous in a systematic treatise, where the synonymy is given in 
proper historical order. The recommendation to make sub¬ 
generic names agree in gender with that of the genus, Pro¬ 
fessor Agassiz thinks is of no consequence, unless the new 
annotation, just animadverted upon, should come into use. 
Besides, it would often interfere with the rule of priority, 
which requires synonyms, when they exist, to be adopted for 
sectional names. But he strongly commends the rule, that 
the etymology of names should always be stated by the pro¬ 
poser. 

Justly does Mr. Agassiz condemn the practice of those who 
change the authority of a genus when they extend or narrow 
its bounds, or correct a faulty orthography. Thus he would 
write Lepidosteus, Lacep., although Lacepede wrote Lepi- 
sosteus; and especially would he write Perea, Linn. (Cuv.), 
not Perea, Cuv, 

Hearty and just, also, is his censure of the custom of those 
French zoologists who use vernacular appellations in scien¬ 
tific works, either to the exclusion of the systematic name, or 
in precedence of it. 

Our author closes this part of his preface with some ex¬ 
cellent reflections on the study of genera in the animal king¬ 
dom, and the need of a thorough reinvestigation of the 
grounds upon which natural families are constituted; re¬ 
marks which we would gladly copy, if our limits allowed. 


VON MOHLS VEGETABLE CELL. 

We desire in a special manner to commend this condensed 
treatise ^ not only to botanists, but to animal physiologists, to 

^ Grundzuge der Anatomie und Physiologie der vegetabilischen Zelle. 
Hugo Von Mohl: Braunschweig, 1851. English translation. (Principles 
of the Anatomy and Physiology of the Vegetable Cell) by Arthur Henfrey, 
London, 1852. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xv. 451.) 
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medical students, and to all who would obtain a clear view of 
the present state of vegetable anatomy and physiology, — a 
knowledge of which, most interesting in itseK, is almost indis¬ 
pensable to the correct understanding of the minute anatomy 
and physiology of animals. Professor Mohl is, without ques¬ 
tion, the first of vegetable anatomists, and his statements carry 
with them the highest authority on this class of subjects. We 
copy the short preface which he has contributed to the Eng¬ 
lish translation, as it^ gives a clear view of the nature and 
scope of the work. 

‘‘ Mr. Arthur Henfrey having informed me that he intends 
publishing an English translation of the present treatise, I 
take this opportunity of making known to the English reader 
the purpose I had in view in the preparation of the book. 
The following pages were not originally intended to appear as 
an independent work, or to give a summary of the wide subject 
of the Anatomy and Physiology of Plants, but appeared as an 
article in the ‘ Cyclopedia of Physiology,’ published by Dr. 
Eudolph Wagner of Gottingen, drawn up to furnish students 
of Animal Physiology, and more particularly the medical 
profession, with a review of the anatomical and physiological 
conditions of vegetables (of the cell), in order to enable them 
to form a definite judgment upon the analogies which might 
be drawn between the structure and vital functions of animals 
and plants. This intention, together with the circumstance 
that I was compelled to crowd the whole exposition into the 
space of a few sheets, rendered it necessary to direct especial 
attention to the individual cell, as the fundamental organ of 
the vegetable organism. Since, however, the cell only pre¬ 
sents itself in anatomical and physiological independence in 
the lowest plants, and since, in the more highly organized 
plants, both the structure and the physiological functions of 
the individual cells become subject to greater dependence 
upon the other parts of the plant, in proportion as the collec¬ 
tive organization of the vegetable is more complex; moreover, 
since functions then present themselves, of which no trace can 
be found in the lower plants, it became requisite to take ac¬ 
count of the plants of higher rank, and of the various organs 
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which these possess. The treatise, therefore, contains, if an 
imperfect, still in many respects a more extensive resume of 
Vegetable Physiology than might have been conjectured from 
the title. 

“ Unhappily, the Physiology of Plants is a science which 
yet lies in its earliest infancy. Few of its dogmas can be re¬ 
garded as settled beyond doubt; at every step we meet with 
imperfect observations, and consequently with the most con¬ 
tradictory views; thus, for example, opinions are still quite 
divided regarding the doctrines of the development of the 
cell, of the origin of the embryo, and of the existence of an 
impregnation in the higher Cryptogams. Both in these and 
in other cases, the small compass of the present treatise for¬ 
bids a more extensive detail of the researches upon which the 
opposing views are founded; I hope, however, that I have 
succeeded in making clearly prominent the chief points upon 
which these contests turn, and thus in facilitating the forma¬ 
tion of a judgment by the reader; and I have never neglected 
to indicate the literature from which further instruction is to 
be derived.” 

It may be well to notice the views of so excellent an ob¬ 
server upon sundry points which have been more or less mat¬ 
ters of controversy. As to the milk-vessels, or vessels of the 
latex, Mohl inclines to adopt the view that considers them as 
intercellular passages which have acquired membranous lin- 
ings (p. 2). He denies that the membrane of nascent cells 
is soluble in water, as Schleiden states (p. 9). He briefly 
states the ground on which, in his controversy with Harting 
and Mulder, he successfully maintains that the primary cell- 
membrane is thickened by successive concentric layers of 
cellulose deposited on its inner face. The combination of 
spiral markings and pits on the wood-cells of Taxus and Tor- 
reya, as also in the Linden, is explained by considering the 
former to belong to a second layer or deposition within that 
to which the pits belong. This tertiary membrane or deposit 
forms the spiral fibre or band in the cells of the seed-coat of 
Collomia, the hairs of the achenium of Senecio, etc, (p. 18). 
The whole subject of spiral and other markings, rings, dots, 
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slits, reticulations, etc., on the walls of cells is expounded in 
a masterly and convincing way. Molil maintains (p. 28), as 
he has done in the ‘‘ Botanische Zeitung,” that cellulose forms 
the basis of all vegetable membranes in the higher plants, and 
that what Mulder regarded as peculiar compounds are com¬ 
binations of cellulose with foreign infiltrated deposits, which 
interfere with the chemical reactions of cellulose, but which 
may be removed by previous maceration in caustic potash and 
nitric acid. He now maintains, in opposition to his early 
views (still defended by Schleiden), that the intercellular sub¬ 
stance is a product or secretion of the cell, and not a univer¬ 
sally distributed mass in which the cells are imbedded (p. 33). 
He shows that the thickened “ cuticle ’’ of Unger, Mulder, 
Harting, etc., consists of secondary layers of ceU-membrane, 
deposited from the inside, and infiltrated with some substance 
that is colored brown by iodine; with the exception of an 
extremely thin external pellicle, the real cuticle of Brongniart, 
which is probably a secretion from the surface of the cell, like 
that which forms the outer coat of pollen-grains (p. 35). 
He insists that the layer of protoplasm, his primordial utricle, 
lining the cell is a soft and delicate membrane, and not a mere 
layer of mucilage (p. 37); the mode in which this is con¬ 
structed and a partition formed by an inward growth at the 
fold, in the multiplication of cells by division, is very clearly 
explained (p. 50-53). Free cell-formation is said to occur, 
in Phaenogamous plants, only in the embryo-sac, in which both 
the embryonal vesicle, or rudiment of the embryo, and the 
cells of the albumen, originate in this manner; in the Crypto- 
gamia, only in the formation of spores in certain cases, as in 
the Lichens (p. 58) ; contrary to the view of Schleiden, who 
long maintained this to be the universal, and lately a general, 
mode of cell-production. Schleiden’s original account of the 
process of the formation of a free cell from a nucleus is 
directly controverted in all essential points; the nucleus, ac¬ 
cording to Mohl, being always central, and at no time con¬ 
nected with the cell-membrane, but always enclosed in the 
primordial utricle. A nucleus, or mass of nitrogenous sub¬ 
stance, first has the primordial utricle, or nitrogenous mem- 
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brane, developed over its surface i and then the cell-membrane 
(of cellulose) is deposited upon this. In Cryptogamous 
plants, such masses, of larger or smaller size, may become 
coated with a cell-membrane without any proper nucleus ap¬ 
pearing (pp. 57-60). Thus much for what relates to the ana¬ 
tomical condition of the cell. 

Under the second head, the Physiological Condition of 
the CeU, our author treats, first, of the cell as an organ of 
nutrition, next, as an organ of propagation, and finally, as 
an organ of motion. He pronounces against the Knightian 
doctrine, that plants ultimately degenerate and perish when 
propagated for generation after generation by division (^from 
the bud) (p. 64). That the crude sap, though absorbed by 
the parenchymatous tissue of the root, ascends through the 
woody tissue, and that the assimilated sap returns through 
the bark, and thence more or less into the wood by means of 
the medullary rays, is very neatly shown. A few simple ex¬ 
periments leave no doubt about this. ... If the bark of a 
plant, best of a tree, is cut through in a ring down to the 
wood, there is no interruption in the flow of sap to the parts 
situated above the wound; but if the wood is cut through, the 
greatest care being taken to avoid injuring the bark, that por¬ 
tion of the plant above the wound dries up at once. From 
the wood of the stem and branches the sap flows onward into 
the leaves, as is proved by the powerful expiration of watery 
vapor from them. Before the sap has reached the leaves it 
is incapable of being applied to nutrition; consequently the 
vegetation of a plant comes to a stand-still when it is deprived 
of its leaves. The sap ascending from the root to the leaves is 
thence termed the crude sap. It undergoes a chemical change 
in the leaves, rendering it fit to be applied to the nutrition of 
the plant. To this end the sap flows backwards from the leaves 
through the bark to the lower parts, as the following circum¬ 
stances testify. If the bark is cut off the stem in a ring, the 
growth of the portion below the wound stands as it were still; 
the stem becomes no thicker; in the potato plant no tubers 
are produced, etc. ; but, on the other hand, the growth above 
the wound is increased beyond the usual measure, thicker 
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layers o£ wood are deposited, more fruit is perfected, tliis 
ripens sooner, etc. The deposition of starch which occurs in 
the cells of the medullary rays in autumn, goes to prove that 
the portion of assimilated sap which is not used for nutrition 
on the way to the root, runs back to the wood through these 
horizontal medullary rays; and thus the sap describes a kind of 
circle, not, indeed, in determinate vessels, but in a definite path 
leading through the different parts of the plant. It is difficult 
to see how in recent times the results of these experiments 
could have been so questioned, and the existence of the de¬ 
scending current in the bark denied. Certainly it is no im¬ 
provement on the theory cast aside when the increased growth 
above the annular wound is explained by the artificial inter¬ 
ruption of the upward current of crude sap, in consequence of 
which the sap contained in the upper part of the plant must soon 
become greatly concentrated and potential for development 
(Schleiden, ‘Grundziige,’ 2d ed., ii. 513). When we can 
succeed in fattening an animal by depriving it of a portion of 
its accustomed food, this explanation may be received as satis¬ 
factory’’ (p. 70, 71). After some excellent points of criti¬ 
cism, Mold concludes that the discovery of endosmose has not 
fully solved the problem of the movement of the sap in plants, 
although in all probability it does play an important and per¬ 
haps the principal part in its absorption and conveyance 
(p. 77). To the question, whether plants live on inorganic 
food alone or take in also organic matters, Mold gives a sen¬ 
sible answer, rejecting the extreme view of Liebig, while still 
fully recognizing the great office and result of vegetation 
(p. 78). According to Mold, however, it is proved that plants 
do not absorb the carbonic acid dissolved in water with the 
latter by means of their roots (p. 81) ; but this seems hardly 
reconcilable with several facts stated on the next page, from 
which it is justly concluded that carbonic acid is carried 
up with the ascending sap into the leaves. From the fact 
that plants perish so soon in air deprived of all oxygen gas, 
that sensitive leaves lose their irritability under such circum¬ 
stances, etc., Mohl concludes, apparently with good reason, 
that the absorption of oxygen and the exhalation of carbonic 
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acid in plants is a true physiological function, intimately con¬ 
nected with the life of the plant; and that this (rather than 
the opposite and predominant nutrient process, through which 
carbonic acid is decomposed and oxygen evolved) should be 
considered as the respiration of plants, if we use the term at 
all (p. 86). ‘‘The roots of plants, and not the leaves, take 
up the substances which furnish plants with nitrogen, while, 
on the contrary, the leaves play the essentially active part in 
the absorption of carbonic acid ” (p. 88). The analogy of 
the milky juice of plants to the blood of animals, as pro¬ 
pounded by Schultz, is thoroughly refuted by our author, and 
the flowing movement in the milk-vessels described by Schultz 
is positively denied to take place in an uninjured plant, except 
as produced by mechanical causes. That the milky juice is 
not a nutrient material, still less the nutrient juice, is also 
manifest (p. 96). 

The cell as an organ of propagation is treated, first, as 
respects the multiplication of plants by division; second, by 
spores; and third, by seeds. The conjugation of certain 
Confervoid Algce^ such as Zygnema, is said to bear no anal¬ 
ogy to sexual reproduction (p, 113) ; a conclusion which may 
be questioned. A good summary is given of the facts known 
respecting the free and spontaneous movements of the spores 
of the lower AZyoe (p. 115) ; and also of the recent discoveries 
respecting the bisexual reproduction of the higher Crypto- 
gamia. 

The reprint of Henfrey’s Eeport, in the January and 
March numbers of this Journal, has placed our readers au 
coiirant with the present state of knowledge on this interesting 
subject. It should be noticed that Mohl denies the existence 
of antheridia in lower Cryptogamia^ or ThallopJiytes; but 
maintains that the small bodies, moving by two cilia, discov¬ 
ered by Decaisne and Thuret in the Fucacem^ are more prop¬ 
erly a second kind of spores, analogous to the small spores 
of the Floridece,) than of the nature of the seminal filaments 
of Ferns, Mosses, etc. (p. 117). The latter researches of 
Itzigsohn, Thuret, Tulasne, etc., however, lead rather to the 
conclusion that the lower Cryptogamia (except the very low- 
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est) are likewise bisexual.^ Under the head of Reproduction 
by Seeds, Mohl gives an interesting and critical account of the 
development and structure of the pollen and the ovule, and of 
the origin of the embryo. The latter arises by cell-multipli¬ 
cation of the germinal vesicle, a cell produced by free cell- 
formation in the embryo-sac usually before the pollen-tube has 
reached the latter. The germinal vesicle and the extremity 
of the pollen-tube are separated by the thickness of the parie- 
ties of the embryo-sac. The penetration of the pollen-tube 
into the latter or into an introverted portion of it, and the 
formation of the embryo from the apex of the pollen-tube 
itself, as taught by Schleiden, are wholly repudiated; and 
indeed the Schleidenian doctrine may now be considered as 
thoroughly demolished, by the direct observations of Amici, 
Mohl, Muller, Hofmeister, Unger, Henfrey, and Tulasne. 
The Cell as an Organ of Motion is considered as respects move¬ 
ments of individual cells through the agency of vibratile cilia, 
as respects the directions and curvature assumed by organs, 
and as respects movements by irritation of stimuli, etc., giving 
an excellent summary of our knowledge on these points, with 
much admirable criticism; which want of space prevents us 
from noticing in detail. 

^ Itzigsolin in BotaniscJie Zeitung, May, 1850. — Here it is announced 
that the black dots on the surface of the frond of Borrea dliaris contain 
authcridia, that is, cells from which escape animalcular-like corpuscles 
that move freely in water, and are similar to those of Mosses and Liver¬ 
worts. Later, after stating that others had failed to detect those move¬ 
ments, he announces that they had been observed by Rabenhorst, after 
many ineffectual trials. He also (December, 1850, February, 1851) 
states that these ‘‘ spermatozoids ” do not manifest viral movements until 
after the maceration of the Lichen in water for several days. 

Tulasne (L. 72.) Memoire pour servir a VHistoire OrganograpMque et 
Physiologique des Lichenes ; in Ann. Sciences Naturelles, 3 ser., xviii., No. 
1, 2, 3, 4 (1852), with 16 plates. — A most admirable and complete 
memoir, elucidating in an unequalled manner the whole structure and 
morphology of the Lichens. It is to be hoped that the author will publish 
it in a separate form, as it introduces a new era in Lichenography. On 
the subject of the so-called antheridia (which alone we can here notice), 
M. Tulasne has recognized the universal occurrence of these bodies in 
Lichens, has ascertained their structure and development; but, he has 
never detected any free movement of the corpuscles, except the general 
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ON THE GEOWTH OF PLANTS IN GLAZED CASES. 

The first edition of this little treatise,^ publislied in 1842, 
is doubtless well known to many of our readers; and some 
may remember Mr. Ward’s original account of bis interest¬ 
ing discovery of a method of growing every sort of plant in 
the dun atmosphere of the smokiest part of London, pub- 

moleculax or Brownian motion common to all minute particles. He 
therefore gives to the so-called antheridia the name of spermogonia, and 
to the contained corpuscles the name of spermatia. He unhesitatingly 
recognizes in them an apparatus of reproduction, doubtless analogous, at 
least in function, to those of the Tlorideous Algce, in which the corpuscles 
are equally motionless, and of certain Fungi, and therefore probably 
representing male organs. Tulasne likewise calls attention to the fact 
that these dark tubercles or dots were particularly noticed by Dillenius, 
more than a century ago, in Borrera ciliaris ; and that Hedwig, in 1784, 
expressed the opinion that they constituted the male apparatus of Lichens. 

Decaisne & Thuret, Recherches sur les AntTierides et le$ Spores de quelques 
Fucus ; in Ann. Sci. Nat., 3 ser., iii. p. 6. — Here the corpuscles known 
to the earlier Algologists, and considered by Agardh and Montague as a 
second kind of spores (a view which Mohl adopts), are announced to be 
the spermatozoids of the antheridia of Fucaceoe * their active movements 
are described, and the discovery of the two cilia is announced by whose 
vibration the movement is effected. 

Thuret, Recherches sur les zoospores des Algdes et les Antherides des 
Cryptogames. — These researches were communicated to the Academy of 
Sciences, Paris, and were rewarded by the great prize for natural 
sciences, in 1847. A copious abstract has been published in the Ann. Sci. 
Nat., 3 ser., xiv. and xvi. (1850,1851), with 30 plates. As to anther¬ 
idia, bodies like the free moving corpuscles of the Fucaceoe are shown 
likewise to occur in all the Florideoe, except that they do not exhibit spon¬ 
taneous movements ; nevertheless, M. Thuret does not hesitate to attrib¬ 
ute to both the same functions as those which the seminal filaments of 
the higher Cryptogamia fulfil. The Antheridia of Chara (in which Thuret 
first discovered the cilia by whose vibration the coiled filaments are 
moved), of the Liverworts, Mosses, and Ferns, are also admirably illus¬ 
trated ; but nothing of consequence is added to the facts mentioned in 
Henfrey’s Eeport. 

Ldveille, in Ann. Sci. Nat., 3 ser., xv. p. 119, has indicated the prob¬ 
able existence of the analogues of antheridia in Fungi. 

^ On the Growth of Plants in closely glazed Cases. By N. B. Ward. 
London, 1852. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xvi. 132.) 
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listed in tte '' Companion to the Botanical Magazine ” in 1836. 
This new edition if reduced in size is increased in interest, 
and is embellished with tasteful illustrations on wood, several 
of them exhibiting approved forms of those glazed cases with 
which the name of our author is inseparably connected. The 
first chapter, on the natural conditions of plants, their rela¬ 
tions to heat, light, and moisture, and the necessity of attend¬ 
ing to the particular conditions, or combinations of circum¬ 
stances, under which each species flourishes, is illustrated by 
ingenious and often novel observations. The second chapter 
treats of the causes which interfere with the natural condi¬ 
tions of plants in large towns, and gives some idea of the 
obstacles which prevent the cultivation of even ordinary 
plants in the open air of London, and to some extent in other 
large British towns. The third, on the imitation of the nat¬ 
ural conditions of plants in closely glazed cases, tells us how 
a simple incident (the accidental growth of a seedling fern 
and a grass in a glass bottle, in which the chrysalis of a 
Sphinx had been buried in some moist mould), carefully and 
wisely reflected on, taught Mr. Ward how to overcome these 
obstacles, and thus to surround himself with his favorite 
plants, in beautiful vegetation, while living in one of the 
murkiest parts of London, and even to grow with complete 
success such ferns as the Trichomanes radicans^ which is ut¬ 
terly unculfcivable in any other way. A fourth chapter treats 
of the conveyance of living plants on shipboard; which 
brings to view one of the most important practical applica¬ 
tions of Mr. Ward’s discovery. 

Sir William Hooker states that “the Wardian Cases have 
been the means, in the last fifteen years, of introducing more 
new and valuable plants to our gardens than were imported 
during the preceding century; and in the character of Domes¬ 
tic Greenhouses, i, e., as a means of cultivating plants with 
success in our parlors, our halls, and our drawing-rooms, they 
have constituted a new era in horticulture.” Formerly only 
one plant in a thousand survived the voyage from China to 
England. Recently, availing himself of our author’s discovery, 
Mr. Fortune planted 250 species of plants in these cases in 
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Clxina, and landed 215 of them in England alive and healthful. 
Tlae same person lately conveyed in this way 20,000 growing 
tea-plants, in safety and high health, from Shanghai to the 
Himalayas. In fact, this mode of conveyance is now univer¬ 
sally adopted, and has proved so successful, whenever prop¬ 
erly managed, that it is no exaggeration to say that, prob¬ 
ably, “ there is not a single portion of the civilized world 
■wliich has not been more or less benefited by the invention.” 
-A .11 indispensable requisite to success in the transmission of 
living plants by this method is, that the glazed cases should 
be freely exposed to the light. Where this cannot be done, 
we must be content with the former method, of conveying 
plants in a passive condition, closely packed in peat-moss, — 
a plan, however, which is only partially successful in pro¬ 
tracted voyages. Two additional and highly interesting 
cbapters treat of the application of the closed ” plan in im¬ 
proving the condition of the poor; and on its probable future 
applications in comparative researches in vegetable phys¬ 
iology, and even in the treatment of diseases. To these, as 
to the other topics of the work, no justice can be rendered to 
our author’s suggestions except by lengthened quotations, 
which the nature of this notice does not admit of. It must 
suffice to direct attention to this fascinating little volume. 
Those who read it and who have a true fondness for growing 
plants will scarcely be contented without a Ward case, of more 
or less pretension; which they will find an unfailing source of 
interest, especially during the long and total suspension of 
vegetation in our protracted winters. With proper manage¬ 
ment, and with the requisite amount of light, any plant may 
thus be cultivated. But we particularly recommend Ferns and 
Lycopodia, of the most delicate kinds, as requiring least care, 
and as making the prettiest appearance at all seasons. Most 
of these require little light; although our clear skies afford 
us this in abundance. So little bituminous coal is consumed, 
even in our largest cities, that the “ fuliginous matter ” with 
which all British towns are begrimed and rendered noxious 
to vegetation, here interposes no obstacle to rearing plants. 
Quite unlike England, the principal obstacle to the growth of 
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delicate plants in our houses in winter, and in our grounds 
in summer, comes from the dryness of the air. For this, the 
Ward case affords a perfect remedy; as nothing is easier 
than to furnish a saturated atmosphere for those plants that 
require it, or to supply and retain the degree of moisture 
which suits any particular species. 


HOOKER AND THOMSON'S INDIAN FLORA. 

One half of this volume ^ is occupied by the Introductory 
Essay, in which a series of important general topics, akin to 
those discussed in the introduction to Dr. Hooker’s New Zea¬ 
land Flora, are treated with equal boldness and judgment, 
and with the same freshness and originality of illustration. 
These are arranged under six general heads, namely: 1. The 
object, scope, and design of the Flora Indica.” 2. General 
considerations connected with the study of systematic botany. 
3. The variation and origin of species, the effects of hybridi¬ 
zation, and the geographical distribution of species. 4. Sum¬ 
mary of the labors of Indian botanists. 6. Sketch of the 
meteorology of India. 6. Sketch of the physical features 
and vegetation of the provinces of India. To which two maps 
are added: one of monthly isotherms, from Dove; the other a 
large and original map illustrating the physical geography of 
India and its botanical provinces. A complete alphabetical 
index to this part of the work is appended, as well as a detailed 
table of contents. 

To enumerate even the principal points which are discussed 
would require a space which we are unable now to devote to 
this subject. Some of them we may hope to consider here¬ 
after in other connections. Among the conclusions or sug¬ 
gestions that strike us as most true and timely are: The great 

1 Flora Indica: being a systematic account of tbe Plants of British 
India. Vol. I. By J. D. Hooker and Thomas Thomson. (Ranunculaceos, 
to Fumariacece.) With an Introductory Essay. London, 1855. (American 
Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxi. 134.) 
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want on the part of many naturalists of clear and logical 
views in respect to classification and system; — “ the prevail¬ 
ing tendency on the part of students of all branches of nat¬ 
ural history to exaggerate the number of species, and to 
separate accidental forms by trifling characters;”—the un- 
philosophical and detrimental character of “ the modern sys¬ 
tem of elevating every minor group, however trifling the 
peculiarities by which it is distinguished, to the rank of a 
genus; ” in other words, of considering every group of species 
to form a genus, — evincing a want of appreciation of the true 
value and nature of classification; — the fact that in the vege¬ 
table kingdom we do not discover that close and obvious con¬ 
nection between structure and function which is almost uni¬ 
versally apparent in the animal kingdom, giving to physiol¬ 
ogy ^ greater influence over classification in zoology than in 
botany, and offering a guide to determining the relative value 
of structural characters in the one kingdom which is com¬ 
paratively little available in the other, but yet may not safely 
be neglected. 

Our authors assume, as most accordant with known facts 
on the whole, that species are distinct creations, and not arbi¬ 
trary assumptions of the systematists; and they adopt that 
idea of species which alone appears to give them a perfectly 
clear and intelligible, distinct, objective existence in nature, 
namely, that they consist of individuals which have originated 
each from a common stock. They assume not only their 
original, but their continued definiteness in nature; but their 
variations, surprising as they often are, are restricted within 
certain limits, to which we may add that these limits are not 
a'priori determinable. Among the causes inducing variation, 
or tending to produce a blended series of individual forms, if 
such did not exist from the beginning, they first consider the 
effects of hybridization; and remark that recent experiments 
have led to the following results : 

“1. It is a much more difficult operation to produce hy¬ 
brids, even under every advantage, than is usually supposed. 
The number of species capable of being impregnated, even by 
skillful management, is very few; and in nature the stigma 
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exerts a specific action, whicli not only favors and qnickens 
the operation of the pollen of its own species, but resists and 
retards the action of that of another; so that the artist has 
not only to forestall the natural operation, but to experience 
opposition to his conducting the artificial one. 

2. Even when the imj)regnation is once effected, very few 
seeds are produced ; still fewer of these ripen ; and fewest of 
all become healthy plants, capable of maintaining an inde¬ 
pendent existence. 

“ 3. The offspring of a hybrid has never yet been known 
to possess a character foreign to those of its parents; but it 
blends those of each; — whence hybridization must be re¬ 
garded as a means of obliterating, not creating, species. 

“ 4. The offspring of hybrids are almost invariably abso¬ 
lutely barren, nor do we know an authenticated instance of 
the second generation maturing its seeds. 

“ 5. In the animal kingdom hybrids are still rarer in an 
artificial state, are all but unknown in a natural one, and are 
almost invariably barren.’’ 

Perhaps some of these dicta are too unqualifiedly stated; 
indeed they are manifestly intended to affirm the results to 
which the whole evidence points, rather than those which can 
be said to be thoroughly verified. 

The third proposition, however, is absolutely true; and, in 
connection with it, well do our authors say, that all we could 
legitimately conclude is, that were hybrids of the general 
occurrence which some botanists imagine, they would long ago 
have obliterated all traces of species as definite creations; 
whereas, exceptional in art, and not proven if not almost im¬ 
possible in nature, they cannot be assumed to have produced 
any appreciable result. There is one point, however, which 
our authors do not take into consideration, but which should 
not be overlooked, namely, what is generally admitted as a 
fact, that a hybrid may readily be fertilized by the pollen of 
either of its parents ; and that if hybrid plants are occasion¬ 
ally produced in nature, they would ordinarily stand a very 
good chance of being fertilized in this way. In such cases 
they are said to revert to the type of the species of the im- 
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pregnating parent; but would they return exactly to that 
inheriting as they do a portion of the blood of a cognate 
species ? And where — as not unfrequently occurs — two or 
more generally well-marked forms in nature are connected by 
certain occasional individuals of intermediate character, is it 
not very supposable that two species may have partially blended 
m. this way ? At any rate there is a vera causa^ or what passes 
as such, which requires to be taken into account, as has not 
yet been done, so far as we know. This doubtless has oper¬ 
ated in the case of cultivated plants, and contributed, along 
witb other causes, to the inextricable blending of certain 
species. But we are not disposed to exaggerate its influence 
in nature; since we suppose, with Dr. Hooker, that wild 
plants rarely hybridize. Yet the possibility and even the 
probability of the occurrence must not be overlooked in a 
thorough discussion of the general question of the limitation 
and permanence of species. 

However it may be as a blending influence, hybridization is 
far from being a considerable, or the most potent cause of 
the variation of species, since “ the offspring of a hybrid has 
never yet been known to possess a character foreign to those 
of its parents.’’ And we equally agree with our authors that 
the known facts of the case “ especially warn us not to con¬ 
sider the influence of climate as paramount in determining 
the distribution of species or the prevalence of forms,” or 
even as the most efficient cause of variation. What the cause 
is that the legitimate offspring does occasionally possess a 
character foreign to those of its parents we are wholly unable 
to say ; but the fact is undoubted, and perhaps of more fre¬ 
quent occurrence than is generally supposed. It is usual to 
say that the abnormal forms originate only in cultivated or 
domesticated individuals : it were perhaps better to say that 
they were perpetuated, or are favorably situated for continua¬ 
tion and full development, only under these circumstances, on 
account of the greater segregation; for of the very various 
species of plants which are cultivated none are free from the 
tendency to “sport” into races, whether of ancient or of 
recent introduction. Why their existence is so transitory in 


66 


REVIEWS. 


nature, and so capable of being continued and further devel¬ 
oped in domestication, it is not difficult to imagine. Our 
authors perhaps, in common with naturalists generally, do not 
sufficiently recognize the natural tendency to perpetuation of 
individual characteristics. 

As regards ordinary variation between different individuals 
of the same species, the want of due consideration of what 
every good observer knows to be true, has indeed “ mainly 
contributed to such an undue multiplication of species in the 
vegetable kingdom as botanists unfamiliar with large herbaria 
and exotic plants are slow to believe, and to the exaggerated 
estimates of the supposed known extent of the vegetable crea¬ 
tion that gain common credence.” Our authors believe that 
the number is swelled one third beyond its due extent by the 
introduction of bad species founded on habit, and on acci¬ 
dental variations produced by soil, exposure, etc.; and, we 
would add, on the imperfection of the materials from which 
the greater part of the species that crowd our books were 
originally described, most of them without due elaboration of 
already published species, and drawing after them an ever 
lengthening train of nominal species, founded on mere guesses 
at supposed differences from vague and incomplete descrip¬ 
tions, without any collection of specimens. 

We have already exceeded our limits, while yet at the 
beginning of Drs. Hooker and Thomson’s interesting and 
suggestive volume. We regret that we must omit all notice 
of their remarks upon habit as indicating specific difference, 
which, contrary to the general view, they regard as “ most 
deceptive,” and must pass, over their important section 
upon geographical distribution in general, and its dependence 
upon specific centres. We only add, that whoever would 
attain a clear comprehension of the configuration, the diverse 
climates, and the general botanical geography of those exten¬ 
sive and widely varied regions which are comprised, and in 
most minds confused, under the general name of India, has 
only to study the admirable sections on the meteorology of 
India, and on the physical features and vegetation of its 
provinces, which occupy a large portion of the Introductory 
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Essay. The present commencement of the Flora itself, 
although comprising only fifteen natural orders, is also an 
inviting subject for extended comment and almost unqualified 
commendation. 


DE CANDOLLE’S Gl&OGRAPHffi BOTANIQUE. 

The “Geographic Botanique” ^ of De Candolle is not only 
one of the most important works of our day, but one which 
addresses, and will greatly interest, a much broader circle of 
scientific readers than any other modern production of a 
botanical author. It is, and probably long will be, the stand¬ 
ard treatise upon a wide class of questions, highly and almost 
equally interesting to the botanist, the zoologist, the geologist, 
the ethnologist, and the student of general terrestrial physics. 
To its production the author has devoted no small portion of 
the best years of his life; and it bears throughout the marks 
of untiring labor, directed by a remarkably sound, conscien¬ 
tious, and thoroughly systematic mind. Along with the admi¬ 
rable methodical spirit which is his by rightful inheritance, 
the younger De CandoUe brings to these investigations a par¬ 
ticular aptitude for numerical and exact forms, an intimate 
acquaintance with general physical science, and considerable 
ethnological and philological learning; which last is turned to 
good account in his chapters on the history of cultivated and 
naturalized plants. The result in the work before us — even 
if there were no other claims to the distinction — may fairly 
be said to go far toward inscribing the name of De Candolle 
anew in that select list of philosophical naturalists in which 
his father holds so eminent a position. 

To give some idea of the topics considered in these volumes, 
and of the order of investigation (which proceeds in an ad¬ 
mirable course, from the more simple, general, and better 

1 GeograpJiie Botanique raisonnee, ou Exposition des Faites •principaux et 
des Lois concemant la Distribution GeograpTiique des Plantes de VEurope 
Actuelle, Alphonse De Candolle. Paris and Geneva, 1855. (American 
Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxii. 429.) 
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known facts and principles towards tke more complex, Hypo¬ 
thetical and obscure), we will copy the titles of the chapters, 
twenty-seven in number; which are arranged in four books, 
and subdivided into articles, and these again into sections, to 
such an extent as to fill eight closely printed pages with the 
bare enumeration. Indeed, this repeated subdivision gives a 
rigid and rather tedious aspect to some parts of the work, and 
involves occasional repetitions; but it would not be easy to 
collocate well and clearly so vast an amount of material in 
any better way. 

The First Book is occupied with some preliminary consid¬ 
erations upon the way in which temperature, light, and mois¬ 
ture act upon plants. Its three chapters treat of the relations 
of plants to surrounding physical conditions, and especially to 
heat and light; and contain the author’s happy distinction be¬ 
tween the temperatures actually operative in vegetation, and 
those which (being below the freezing point, etc.) are alto¬ 
gether null for vegetation, and ought to be eliminated from 
the tables of mean temperature, when these are viewed in 
relation to the northern and southern geographical range of 
species. 

The Second Book is devoted to Geographical Botany, or 
the study of species, genera, and families, from a geographical 
point of view. Chapter iv. relates to the limitation of species 
upon plains and upon mountains, and the probable causes of 
their actual limits, applied both to spontaneous and cultivated 
plants ; and there is good endeavor to show that the northern 
limit of species is fixed rather by the sum of heat available for 
vegetation during the growing season, than by the mean tem¬ 
perature of the year. Chapter v. treats of the shape of the 
area occupied by a species, a very curious point; and it seems 
that the area of species inclines to be circular or elliptical. 
Chapter vi, treats of the associations or disjunction of the in¬ 
dividuals of a species in its area. Chapter vii. treats of the 
area of species as to extent of surface, considered as to the 
families they belong to, as to stations, as to size and duration 
of the plant, and as to the character of the fruit and seed, 
whether affording facilities to dispersion or not. Chapter viii. 
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considers the changes which may have taken place in the hab¬ 
itation of species, and discusses with great fullness the whole 
subject of naturalization, the obstacles in the way, the causes 
and means of transport, and the interchanges which have been 
effected between the New and the Old Worlds. Chapter ix. 
is a very long and interesting one, on the geographical origin 
of the principal cultivated plants, not only those intentionally, 
but also those unintentionally cultivated by man, — a chapter 
full of valuable matter, carefully collected and well discussed.^ 
Chapter x. treats of disjoined species, —those occupying two 
or more widely separated areas, and not in intermediate 
stations. Chapter xi. discourses of the early condition and 
probable origin of the existing species; and brings out the 
various facts which go far to prove the geological antiquity of 
the greater part of existing species; and that their creation 
was probably successive. Chapter xii. treats of genera and 
their geographical distribution, and maintains the view (in 
which we by no means coincide) that genera are truly natu¬ 
rally-limited groups, even more so than species. Cha|)ter 
xiii. is devoted to the distribution of the species of a genus 
within its area. Chapter xiv. treats of the extent of surface 
occupied by genera. Chapter xv. discourses of the origin and 
duration of genera. Chapters xvi.-xix. treat of families, as 
to their area, geographical limits, the distribution of species 
within the area of the family, etc. 

The Third Book is devoted to Geographical Botany, or the 
characters of different countries considered as to their vegeta¬ 
tion. Chapter xx., of the characters of the vegetation of a 
country; considered, in Chapter xxi., as to the relative num¬ 
bers in the great classes respectively. Chapter xxii., compari¬ 
son of different countries in respect to those natural orders 

^ It is singular that M. De Candolle should be so slow to abandon the 
idea that the aborigines of Carolina, or any other part of North America, 
cultivated or knew anything of the Potato, which, if Paleigh obtained 
them in Carolina, were certainly imported thither. But, though our 
aborigines had no Potatoes, they had Pumpkins or Squashes and Beans, 
which all writers upon the history of cultivated plants have overlooked 
except the late Dr. Harris. 
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which abound most in species ; and Chapter xxiii., as regards 
their most characteristic natural families. Chapter xxiv., on 
the variety of vegetable forms in different countries and in the 
world at large, i. e., the probable number of species, the pro¬ 
portion of genera to species, and of orders of genera and 
species. Chapter xxv., the division of the earth’s surface 
into natural botanical regions. Chapter xxvi., sketch of the 
vegetation of the different countries in respect to the probable 
origin of their existing species, etc. 

The Fourth Book, of a single brief chapter, consists merely 
of a summary of the author’s general conclusions. We give 
these entire, for convenience availing ourselves of a translation 
in Hooker’s ‘‘ Journal of Botany.” 

The plants now inhabiting the globe have survived many 
changes, geological, geographical, and, latterly, historical. 
The history of their distribution is hence intimately connected 
with that of the whole vegetable kingdom. 

To explain existing facts, it is fortunately unnecessary to 
adopt any conclusion upon the most obscure hypotheses of 
cosmogony and palaeontology, or on the mode of creation of 
species, the number originally created, and their primitive 
distribution. Botanical geography can indicate certain prob¬ 
abilities, certain theories, but the principal facts in distribu¬ 
tion depend upon more recent and less obscure causes. It 
suffices to understand and to allow certain facts and theories, 
which appear probable, namely, that groups of organized be¬ 
ings under different hereditary forms (classes, orders, genera, 
species, and races) have appeared in different places and at 
different times; the more simple perhaps at first, the more 
complicated afterwards ; that each of these groups has had a 
primitive centre of creation of greater or less extent; that 
they have, during the period of their existence, been able to 
become more rare or common, to spread more or less widely, 
according to the nature of the plants composing them, the 
means of propagation and diffusion they are possessed of, the 
absence or presence of animals noxious to them, the form and 
extent of the area they inhabit, the nature of the successive 
climates of each country, and the means of transport that the 
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relative positions of land and sea may afford; that many of 
these groups have become extinct, whilst others have increased, 
at least so far as can be judged by comparing existing epochs 
with preceding ones; and lastly, that the latest geological 
epoch, the Quaternary (that which preceded the existence of 
man in Europe, and which followed the last elevation of the 
Alps), has lasted many thousand years, during which impor¬ 
tant geographical and physical changes have affected Europe 
and some neighboring countries, whilst other regions of the 
globe have suffered no change, or have been exposed to a dif¬ 
ferent series of changes. 

“ Thus the principal facts of geology and palaeontology, re¬ 
duced to the most general and incontestable, suffice to explain 
the facts of Botanical geography, or at least to indicate the 
nature of the explanation, which it requires the progress of 
many sciences to complete. 

The most numerous, the most important, and often the 
most anomalous facts in the existing distribution of plants, 
are explained by the operation of causes anterior to those now 
in operation, or by the joint operation of these and of still 
more ancient causes, sometimes of such as are primitive (con¬ 
nected with the earliest. condition of the planet). The geo¬ 
graphical and physical operations of our own epoch play but 
a secondary part. I have shown that in starting from an 
original fact, which it is impossible to understand, of the crea¬ 
tion of a certain form, in a certain country, and at a certain 
time, we ought to be able, and sometimes are able to explain 
the following facts, chiefly by causes that operated previous to 
our own epoch : 1, the very unequal areas occupied by natural 
orders, genera, and species; 2, the disconnection of the areas 
that some of the species inhabit; 3, the distribution of the 
species of a genus or family in the area occupied by the genus 
or family ; 4, the differences between the vegetations of coun¬ 
tries that have analogous climates and that are not far apart, 
and the resemblance between the vegetation of the countries 
that are apart, but between which an interchange of plants is 
now impossible. 

“The only phenomena explainable by existing circum- 
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stances, are : 1, the limitation of species, and consequently of 
genera and families, in every country where they now appear ; 
2, the distribution of the individuals of a species in the 
country it inhabits ; 3, the geographical origin and extension 
of cultivated species; 4, the naturalization of species and the 
opposite phenomenon of their increasing rarity ; 6, the disap¬ 
pearance of species contemporaneous with man. 

‘‘ In all this we observe proofs of the greater influence of 
primitive causes, and of those anterior to our epoch ; but the 
growing activity of man is daily effacing these, and it is no 
small advantage of our progressing civilization that it enables 
us to collect a multitude of facts of which our successors will 
have no visible and tangible proof.” 

An Appendix, indicating the researches now needed for the 
advancement of Geographical-botanical science, under several 
heads, addressed respectively to physicists and meteorologists, 
to geographers, to geologists, to vegetable physiologists, de¬ 
scriptive and traveling botanists, and to philologists, brings 
these most interesting volumes to a conclusion. 

Our present object is to call the attention of American nat¬ 
uralists and natural philosophers to this work, not to criti¬ 
cise it. That would require much consideration and a wider 
range of knowledge than we can pretend to. There are, how¬ 
ever, several topics upon which we are inclined to venture a 
few remarks, as fitting opportunities occur. 


HENFREY^S BOTANY.^ 

This is a well-planned, compact, and comprehensive work, 
in which we may say, that the author has fairly accom¬ 
plished his purpose, namely: — “to produce a good working 
text-book for the student, from which may be obtained a 
groundwork of knowledge in all branches of the science, 
1 An Elementary Course of Botany ; Structural, Physiological, and Sys^ 
tematic ; with a hrief Outline of the Geographical and Geological Distribu¬ 
tion of Plants, By Arthur Henfrey, London, 1857. (American Journal 
of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxiv. 434.) 
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without the attention being diverted from the more strik¬ 
ing features of the subject by details comparatively unim¬ 
portant.” 

The work is divided into four parts. I. Morphology or 
Comparative Anatomy; treating, in successive chapters, 1st, of 
General Morphology ; 2d, of the Phanerogamia, or the parts 
of Flowering plants and their modifications, and the laws 
which regulate them; 3d, Morphology of the Cryptogamia. 
Part II. Systematic Botany ; treating, 1st, of the principles of 
Classification; 2d, of systems of Classification, and 3d, Sys¬ 
tematic Descriptions of the natural orders, followed by an 
artificial analysis. Part III. Physiology; comprising, 1st, 
the physiological Anatomy of plants; 2d, general considera¬ 
tions on the Physiology of- plants; 3d, Physiology of Vege¬ 
tation ; 4th, the reproduction of plants; 5th, Miscellaneous 
phenomena, under which are ranked the evolution of heat in 
plants, luminosity, and movements of plants. Part IV. Geo¬ 
graphical and Geological Botany, very summarily disposed 
of in about forty pages. 

It seems strange at first to interpose systematic botany 
between the morphological and the physiological; but if the 
anatomy and physiology of plants are to be completely dis¬ 
joined from the study of the organs of the plant as a whole, the 
present arrangement is perhaps as good as any. It is adopted, 
as the preface shows, for the convenience of instructing medi¬ 
cal students, who compose the principal part of classes in Great 
Britain as weU as on the Continent; — for whom “ one short 
course of lectures is devoted to this science, and three months 
is commonly all the time allotted to the teacher for laying the 
foundations and building the superstructure of a knowledge 
of botany in the minds of his pupils, very few of whom come 
prepared even with the most rudimentary acquaintance with 
the science.” But the author remarks that if the previous 
education of medical students prepared them, as it should, 
with an elementary knowledge of the natural sciences, we 
should make physiology the most conspicuous feature of a 
course of botany in a medical school.” 

While in England botany is scarcely an academical study, 
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here it pertains to collegiate and academical instruction where 
it is taught at all. In Europe not even an apothecary can he 
licensed without passing an examination in botany; in the 
whole United States, we believe, it forms no part, at least no 
regular part, of the medical curriculum; no medical school has 
a botanical chair ; and no knowledge whatever of the science 
of the vegetable kingdom, which supplies the greater part of 
the materia medica^ is required for the degree of Doctor in 
Medicine! 

Professor Ilenfrey is chiefly known, and most highly es¬ 
teemed, as a vegetable anatomist. Upon this subject ho may 
speak with an authority which as a systematist, or even as a 
morphologist, he would not pretend to. Wo shall offer no 
apology, therefore, for making an occasional criticism, and 
for pointing out several errors in matters of detail- These 
are not intended to disparage the work, for if we had not 
formed a high opinion of it on the whole, wo should not take 
this trouble. 

As respects the first point noticed, our author, if wrong, is 
not alone. Still, we hardly expected him to teach that the 
radicle of the eml)ryo is the true root; and wo c^annot let 
pass unchallenged his reiterated statement that in Monocoty¬ 
ledons, the radicle, or its inferior extremity, is never devel¬ 
oped into a root in germination, but is abortive (pp. 14, 16, 
18, 391, 537). Any one who will examine the germination 
of the seed of an Iris, an Onion, or even of a grain of Indian 
Corn, cannot fail to perceive that a primary root is developed, 
and that this is a direct prolongation of the extremity of the 
radicle. This, indeed, does not contimie as a tap-root; 
neither does it in a great many Dicotyledons. In Squashes, 
Pumpkins, etc., there is no one primary root, but a cluster of 
rootlets from the first, all springing from the base of the stout 
radicle. In fact, this distinction between Monocotyledons 
and Dicotyledons is null. A character of certain monocoty- 
ledonous embryos, neither strictly peculiar to the class, nor by 
any means universal in it, should not be assumed as distinctive. 
As to the morphology of the radicle itself, we suppose that the 
germination of any of the larger OucuTbitacece^ or of a bean, 
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would suffice to convince any observer that the radicle is simply 
the first internode of the stem, giving birth to the primary root 
from its inferior extremity, usually, — and indeed, from the 
exceptional cases where it does not we should draw additional 
proof of its cauline nature. In fact, we know of no char¬ 
acter in which, a root differs from an internode of a stem in 
which it does not also differ from the radicle, excepting its 
tendency to direct its inferior extremity downwards. Again, 
should the statement, that “ the radicle of a monocotyledonous 
embryo is never developed ” be held to mean that the radicle 
never lengthens, we remark, no more does it in the Pea and 
some other hypogseous Dicotyledons; and we are not quite 
sure that the statement is absolutely true of all Monocoty¬ 
ledons. 

Eoot-hairs ov fibrillce are mentioned (p. 19) as “often” 
occurring on young roots. Do they not always occur ? Surely 
it cannot be true that: “ the branches of the axial root are 
originally growths from the apex of the root thrown off to 
the side,” (p. 538). By some slip of the pen, Myrica Gale 
is adduced as an instance of whorled leaves (p. 45). 

On p. 49 the expression “ over the petiole,” instead of 
above or within it, would lead to a misconception. 

Something more might be said about the tendrils of Cucur- 
hitacecB (which, besides, are not always single) ; but are the 
students of King’s College really taught that, “ tendrils of 
the vine are metamorphosed flowering branches arising in the 
axils of the leaves ” ? (p. 62.) 

“ In all seeds except in those of the few orders which 
present an incomplete or acotyledonous embryo, we do not 
find the young plant possessed ... of a plumule ” (p. 66). 
Even some much developed embryos, such as those of Maple 
and Morning Glory, do not show the plumule until after the 
full development of the cotyledons. It may be said, indeed, 
that the plumule is in posse when not in esse^ but so it is no 
less in the cases excepted from the statement. 

Very singular is the statement (on p. 68) that in England 
“ the terminal bud of the Lilac is generally killed by the 
frost in the winter; ” since in our much colder winter it is as 


REVIEWS. 


upletely hardy as the other buds whenever it happens to 
formed, and, like them, is well developed before summer 
over. As a general rule here, and we presume in England 
0 , no terminal winter bud appears during the growing 
ison, and so there is none to be killed by the frost of the 
lowing winter. 

The deeply alveolate receptacle of the Cotton-Thistle is 
ured (on p. 78) as an illustration of a paleaceous re- 
)tacle. 

Iruly terminal flowers are said to be rare (p. 86) : we do 
3 quite understand this. 

riie interesting questions relating to the phyllotaxy and 
nmetry of the flower are clearly stated, but no new light is 
)ught to bear upon them, — nor all of the old. The opposi- 
n of the stamens of RTiamnacece to the petals is, as usual, 
ributed to the probable suppression of an outer stamineal 
cle, although there is nothing in the blossom (as there is 
Geranmcem^ etc.) to base the supposition upon. And our 
bhor has overlooked the most natural of explanations for 
s and strictly like cases, the one moreover which tells 
‘ectly against the doctrine of transverse chorisis, — namely, 
it in these cases of ante-position there is a return to 
:mal ifliyllotaxy, i. e., to the superposition of the corres- 
iding elements of successive whorls, — a view first sug- 
;ted, we believe, by Lestibudois. 

‘ Keal cases of collateral multiplication may probably be 
)lained by comparison of a primary staminal leaf with an 
linary compound stem-leaf, and supposing the filament to 
>divide like the petiole does [sic] in such cases.” This is 
tainly the way we regard it; and as respects the application 
bhis hypothesis to the stamens of Cruciferce^ we do not see 
at argument Megacarpcea polyandra briiags against it; as 
increase in the number of stamens is quite as explicable 
)n this as upon the ordinary theory. Indeed, our author’s 
w that the glands represent suppressed stamens would seem 
be negatived by this very case, since the glands have not dis- 
peared with the increase of the stamens, but the contrary. 
Ihe abnormal fertile flowers of Viola and Impatiens are 
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'* acKlamydeous,” as our author states them to be (p. 90) ; 
“X'ally they are not even apetalous. 

*■ the botanical sense of the word, and as it is employed in 
same sentence (p. 93), the petals of the vine cannot be 
to cohere above.” The valvate petals are merely cadu- 
f or the most part before expanding, just as is more de- 
Tly the case in many Araliacece, In passing, we remark 
a valvate aestivation of the corolla in the latter is much 
dListinctive than our author supposes (p. 311). Aralia 
£ lias the petals imbricated in the bud. 
i is becoming common to regard the tube of a so-called 
'^iov calyx as a cup-like receptacle ; and there appears to 
eason for it in CactacecB and some other cases. Professor 
-f I'ey would seem to apply this view universally ; “ for ex- 
le, in Umhelliferai^ Cucurhitacece^ 

Btc, But if applied to Eosa, why not to the Sanguisorhece^ 
to other Rosacece with a calyx-tube lined with a disk 
img the stamens, etc.? And is the cup a receptacle in 
e JifelastomacGce which have an adnate ovary, but a calyx 
a the ovary is free ? And how is it when the ovary and 
eohere only by the nerves of the latter ? 
oa? palecB Professor Henfrey coins an English word, ‘‘pales ” 

110) , of which the singular would probably be “pale.” 
"would propose to call them “ palets.” 

here are convincing reasons why the perigynium of Carex 
not be regarded as a perianth, as our author takes it to bo 

111 ) . 

j is not correct to say that the false dissepiments of Datura 
formed “ while the seeds are ripening ” (p. 124) ; they 
nlly exist in the ovary. And we doubt if the transverse 
5 septa in Cathartocarpus and other Leguminosce are 
a,cental developments.” 

V e are pleased to find that our author prefers to consider 
entse as belonging to the carpels rather than to the axis, 
oingh the close of paragraph 226 appears to imply the 
i-ary. 

T e cannot agree that, “ externally the campylotropous 
e resembles the anatropous, except that there is no 



78 


REVIEWS. 


rhaplie (p. 130). No attentive student could fail to recog¬ 
nize the difference, especially in the families cited ( CrucifercB 
and Caryophyllaoece). 

Eipening must be regarded in a remarkably broad sense 
when it is stated with emphasis, “ that the distinction between 
endocarps and epicarps, in the common stone-fruits, arises 
entirely during the ripening of fruit.’^ Also: it is well 
known that the easy separation of the pulp from the stone is 
a sign of ripeness.” When are ding-stone peaches ripe? 
Again: “In Taxus . . . during the ripening of the seed a 
succulent cup-like envelope grows up around it” (p. 186). Is 
ripening synonymous with the formation and growth, as well 
as the maturing of the fruit ? 

Lindley’s system of the classification and nomenclature of 
fruits is adopted, with some modifications. It is well to have 
such a system, as an analysis of the diversities of structure ; 
but of the thirty-six kinds so carefully defined and named 
only fifteen or sixteen are ever used in descriptive botany, or 
ever will be, it is devoutly hoped. There is much inconven¬ 
ience in practice, and little advantage in designating every 
possible modification of the same organ or set of organs by a 
distinct substantive name, or in distinguishing by separate 
technical names fruits formed of a simple ovary from those 
of a compound ovary, or fruits with an adherent from those 
with a free ovary. Why not call the gooseberry and the 
grape equally a berry, instead of restricting this name to the 
former and naming the latter a nuculanium ; and why name 
the pod of an Iris a diplotegia^ while that of a Lily is called 
a capsule f And while we term the pod of Saxifraga steh 
laris a capsule^ and that of S. tridactylites a diplotegia^ what 
name are we to apply to that of S. aizoides^ which is only 
half-superior ? 

Probably a wrong example is adduced on p. 148, for we 
cannot believe that any species of Ranunculus has the rhaphe 
averse from the placenta in the ripe fruit. By an oversight, 
on the same page, the fruits of Lahiatce are spoken of as 
seeds. 

As respects the systematic part, the chapters on the prin- 
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ciples of classification, nomenclature, etc., strike us as sound 
and good throughout; and in the account of the natural or¬ 
ders a great amount of information, such as the medical stu¬ 
dent needs, is given in a comparatively small space. Errors 
or misconceptions will necessarily occur in the compilation of 
such an amount of materials, treating of structure, affinities, 
distribution, sensible properties, and medicinal or economical 
uses. They are not more numerous than was to be ex¬ 
pected, and we are not disposed to make them the subject of 
criticism. 

We may remark, in passing, that, as respects the morphol¬ 
ogy of the androecium in Fumariaceoe^ the name of the writer 
of the present notice is referred to, by some misconception, 
as adopting Lindley’s well-known hypothesis of the splitting 
of two stamens into halves; whereas he has maintained a 
very different view. And then this is mentioned as ‘‘ offer¬ 
ing a phenomenon of chorisis,” which in that view is quite 
incomprehensible to us. 

We were surprised at the statement that the bark and 
leaves of Ham^amelis Virginica “ are astringent and contain 
an acrid volatile oil ” (p. 207). We trace it back to Lindley’s 
‘‘Vegetable Kingdom” (p. 784), and find, “The kernels of 
Hamamelis Virginica are oily and eatable. The leaves and 
bark are very astringent, and also contain a peculiar acrid 
essential oil;” and this, we find, comes from Endlicher’s 
“ Enchiridion.” How did this bland and inert plant acquire 
such a reputation ? Dr. Barton, who has figured it, says 
nothing of its possessing any sensible properties or useful 
qualities at all, except its use for divining-rods; nor do 
Pursh, Bigelow, Elliott, Darlington, etc., allude to any pop¬ 
ular reputation of such qualities. No sign of any essential 
oil is to be detected in the foliage, and prolonged mastication 
of the leaves and bark while we write yields not the slightest 
trace of acridity and hardly any of astringency; no more, 
certainly, than a Beech leaf. We never heard of the seeds 
being eaten; and as they are “ about the size of a grain of 
barley,” or not much larger, and have a thick bony coat, they 
are not likely to become an important article of diet. After 
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some search, we find the source of these extraordinary state¬ 
ments in the “ Medical Flora ” of the eccentric Rafinesque. 
He says the seeds are called Pistachio nuts in the Southern 
States, are rather oily and palatable, etc., but he neglects to 
mention their size. He adds, “ The bark and leaves are some¬ 
what bitter, very astringent, leaving a sweetish pungent taste. 
The smell is not unpleasant. It has not been analyzed as 
yet, but probably contains tannin, amarine, extractive, and 
an essential oil.” To all this, Endlicher, on the strength of 
the sweetish pungent taste,” has added the acridity; and 
so one of the blandest and most useless of shrubs gets a 
world-wide and wholly factitious reputation for active medical 
qualities and esculent seeds; and even Dr. Griffith, who 
must have known the shrub, has been induced to give it a 
place in his “ Medical Botany.” 

Our remaining remark relates to the random way in which 
mere analogies are mixed up with affinities in estimating or 
expressing the relationship of orders, etc., in this as in some 
other more notable works. It is, or at least ought to be, well 
understood, that mere analogy, i, e., likeness in some one re¬ 
spect only, however striking the imitation, is no indication of 
relationship, but that relationship rests upon affinity, i, e., 
upon agreement or similarity in the whole plan of structure, 
and especially of floral structure, whether general or particular, 
as the case may be. To speak, therefoi'e, of evident ” and 
“ most distinct ” affinities between Coniferce and Lycopo- 
diacece is an example of this prevalent misconception of what 
affinity is. This is more intelligible, however, than the ap¬ 
proach ” suggested of Aquifoliacece to Loganiaeem and Apo- 
cynaceo3,^ while their resemblance to CelastracecB is thought 
to be of small account; or that of UmbeWferce to Ruhiacece^ 
Saxifragacem^ and even to Geraniacece^ to which the resem¬ 
blances do indeed “ seem rather superficial.” Again, Xan- 
thoxylacecB (i. e., Rutaceoe) are said to have considerable 
affinity to Oleacece^ because Ptelea, in the former, has a 
samaroid fruit, as has Fraxinus in the latter. May we add, 
as quite as much to the purpose, that the common Xanthoxy- 
lums have pinnate leaves, and are popularly called Prickly 
Ash? 
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The study of affinities is neither guess-work nor divination, 
but a matter of logical deduction from structure, based upon 
scientific principles, — principles recognized and acted upon 
by sound botanists with considerable unanimity, although 
they have never been reduced to a system, nor expounded in 
detail, so as to make them matters of elementary instruction. 
Until this desideratum is supplied, the young botanist can do 
no better than to take as models the writings of Brown, and 
of those botanists who, according to their ability, have most 
closely followed the footsteps of this master in science. 

Having continued this review far beyond our intention at 
the outset, we have small space left for noticing the best part 
of Professor Henfrey’s treatise, namely, the third or Physio¬ 
logical part. Suffice it to say, that, in the imjDortant chapter 
on the physiological anatomy of plants, our author writes 
from the fullness of his acquaintance with the writings and 
doings of all the continental phytotomists, and also with the 
authority of an experienced original investigator. And, so 
far as we know, it comprises much the best resume of vege¬ 
table anatomy and development now extant in the English 
language, at once succinct, clear, trustworthy, and well brought 
up to the present state of the science. Perhaps the succeed¬ 
ing chapters, on the Physiology of Plants generally, the Phys¬ 
iology of Vegetation, and on Reproduction, are equally com¬ 
mendable in their way; but we have as yet barely glanced 
over the pages. We like the following definition, and the 
ensuing paragraph upon the role of vitality in plants. 

“ The physiology of plants is that department joi botany in 
which we investigate the phenomena of the life of plants, 
manifested in a series of changes taking place in the diverse 
parts of which each plant is composed ” — (p. 475). 

“ The physiological phenomena which indicate vitality are 
always of more or less complex nature, and admit of being 
analyzed into a number of factors, of which a large propor¬ 
tion are found to be purely physical or chemical. A very 
considerable part of the changes which accompany the process 
of organization are the results of the action of physical and 
chemical forces, [and] capable of being explained up to a 
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certain point, by the known laws of those forces. But in 
every case, after referring all the chemical and physical 
phenomena to their respective places, there remains a residual 
phenomenon to be accounted for, which is precisely the most 
important of all, — namely, that in living organic structures 
. . . the laws of inorganic matter are subdued under a higher 
influence, and caused to undergo modifications never occur¬ 
ring except in the presence of living matter, while — most 
important of all — the peculiar compounds of matter thus 
produced are not only made to assume forms, according to 
definite laws, totally unlike any forms of mineral matter, but 
[to] constitute bodies manifesting a continued interchange of 
material with the surrounding media, which, instead of re¬ 
sulting in decomposition, as in mineral bodies, effects a repro¬ 
duction and increase of the already existing [organized] 
matter ” — (p. 542). 

In the paragraph on the longevity of trees (p. 549), we 
find renewed occasion to notice the longevity of unfounded 
statements, copied from one book into another long after the 
error has been pointed out. Here again the Adansonia of 
Senegal and the Wellingtonia or Sequoia of California figure 
as trees “whose age, deduced from the rings of growth of 
the stems, would amount to upwards of 3000 years.^^ There 
is really no evidence to prove that the famous Baobabs de¬ 
scribed by Adanson are of such an age ; and as to the Wel¬ 
lingtonia in question, an actual counting of the rings has 
shown that the tree was not half so old as it was vaguely 
computed to be. 

The chapter on Eeproduction appears to be excellent, as 
indeed we should expect. The geographical and geological 
part is necessarily very briefly treated. 
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NAUDIN ON THE GENUS CUCURBITA. 

Naubin’s “Researches into the Specifio Characters and the 
Varieties of the Genus Cucurbita are published in the 6th 
volume (4th series) of the Annales des Sciences Naturelles,” 
and are of no small interest, being founded upon a very con¬ 
scientious investigation of nearly all the known forms, collected 
for the purpose, and cultivated under the author’s eye at the 
Jar din des JPlantes. These forms our author reduces to six 
species, and the alimentary sorts in cultivation to three, namely, 
Gueurhita maxima^ O, Pepo^ and C. moschata. The remain¬ 
ing three species are C, melanosperma of Braun, newly in¬ 
troduced from eastern Asia, and the two perennial and tu¬ 
berous-rooted species, C. perennis and O. digitata^ Gray, na¬ 
tives of our southwestern borders, the fruits of which are not 
esculent. Indeed, the Pumpkins and Squashes cultivated in 
Northern Europe, and with us, as now understood, belong to 
only two species, since the third, 0 . moschata^ hardly comes 
to perfection north of the Mediterranean region. Of these, 
C. maxima is made to include 01 Melopepo ; and 0. Pepo^ 
comprising our Pumpkins and a large part of our Squashes, 
is made to include <7. omfera^ aurantia^ mmicosa^ etc., and 
the species are defined by botanical characters, which ap¬ 
parently may be relied upon. The varieties of 0. maxima 
fall into two main groups, characterized by their fruits, 
namely, the “ Turbans,” having crowned fruits, that is, the 
summit projecting beyond the adnate calyx-tube, a peculiar¬ 
ity found in no other species, and the crownless sorts, in which 
this peculiarity is not manifest. The innumerable varieties 
of 01 Pepo are arranged in seven groups, according to the 
configuration of their fruits. 

M. Naudin has not undertaken to discuss the questions 
respecting the birthplace of these plants. He remarks that 
O. maxima and (7. moschata have been known in European 
gardens scarcely above two centuries; but that O. Pepo was 
perhaps known to the Greeks and the Romans in the time of 
Pliny. 

^ American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxiv. 440. 
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The younger De Candolle, in his discussion of the history 
and origin of the principal cultivated plants, which forms 
a most interesting chapter of his ‘‘ Geographic Botaniquo,’^ 
although he is unable to assign them to any country as their 
home, confidently (perliaps too confidently) refers all the 
squashes and pumpkins to the Old World ; but not to India, 
because they have no Sanscrit name. He will not believe 
that any of them came from America, and appears to think 
little of the current statements that squashes or pumpkins 
were in cultivation by our aborigines before the European 
settlement of the country. On the other hand, our lamented 
Dr. Harris — who, duidng the later years of his life, assid¬ 
uously studied this question, and who was very cautious in 
drawing conclusions —had become satisfied that the North 
American Indians, as far north even as to Canada, cultivated 
squashes and pumpkins, one or both, along with their maize, 
before the whites were established here. Wo are unable at 
this moment to refer to his manuscripts, or to what ho had 
too imperfectly published upon this subject. But we well 
remember his laying much stress upon the narnitivo of 
Champlain; and with good reason, as it appears to us on 
turning casually to the pages of ‘‘ Les Voyages dit Sieur de 
Champlain . . • ou Journal tres-fidcle des Observations faites 
et Decouvertes de la Nouvelle France,” etc., etc., edition of 
Jean Berjon, Paris, 1613, 4to; also ‘Woyages et D<5i^ouvertes 
faites en la Nouvelle France depuis Fannie 1615, jusques \ k 
fin de Fannde 1618,” — second edition, published by Collet in 
1627, small 12mo, — to which volumes we desire to direct 
M. De Candolle’s attention. In Champlain’s narrative of his 
own voyage along the coast of what is now the State of Maine, 
in the year 1604, and the two voyages of Le Sieur de Mens 
along the coast of New England in 1605 and 1606, CitrouiUes 
and Courges are repeatedly mentioned, along with maize 
(^Bled Wlnd^ and beans; c. g.: 

‘‘ Nous y vismes force dtrouilles^ courges & petum, qu’ils 
cultiuet aussi. . . . Pour les febues elles come<joiet St entrer 
en fleur, come faysoyet les courges et citrouiUes ” (p. 68). 

“ Ceux que nous auions enuoyes deuers eux, nous appor- 
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citrouilles de la grosseur du poing, que nous 
sallade comme coucombres, qui sont tres- 

33, 115, 116. Of course it does not follow 
its were natives of New England, any more 
botli may probably have been carried north- 
^Whatever their origin, our Indians were 
them together at this early date as well as 
According to Nuttall, the Indians along the 
3Souri half a century ago were cultivating 
106 a. This common squash is, according to 
vy of (7. Pepo, as also is C, aurantia (the 
'Ifera^ Gray, “PI. Liudheimerianae”), which 
ince of being indigenous in the western part 
liio Colorado and its upper tributaries. At 
pinion of Mr. Liiidheimer and of Mr. Charles 
d judges. The latter personally informs us 
actions and localities in which alone it is met 
Dt suspect it to be other than an indigenous 

• Greeks and Eomans possessed the bottle 
ria, and also some kind of summer squash, 
LX*; but we see no decisive reason for the 
liad any form of Cucurhita Pepo^ as that 
ixiderstood. According to De Candolle, the 
if enable to this species are, one of C- ovifera 
>, and one of 0, verrucosa by Dalechamp in 
out a century after the discovery of America, 
aize had become well known in the south of 
liave seen that some forms probably of this 
doubtedly originating in a warmer region) 
5 found their way in this country nearly as 
ilimate will permit of their cultivation. So 
.rs to be about the same evidence for the 
of some squashes and of pumpkins that there 
an origin of maize. 

argument brought by De Candolle against 
o be turned the other way, namely, that no 
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certain species of the genus is known as indigenous to Amer¬ 
ica. He has equally allowed that none is known to be in¬ 
digenous to the Old World. Now of the six species recog¬ 
nized by Naudin, two only are known in their natural wild 
state, and these are our southwestern species with perennial 
roots, namely, C- j')eren7iis and (7. digitata^ to which we add 
that G. Pepo itself (i. e., C. ovifera or aurantia) grows wild 
in the same district with C-perermis^ and has the same appear¬ 
ance of being indigenous there. We leave the subject with 
these incidental remarks, as we did not intend here to investi¬ 
gate this question, and will briefly allude to another subject, 
upon which Naudin’s investigations have thrown new light. 

It is generally thought that the cultivated Ciimrhitacem^ 
and especially that the species of Cuciirbita, cross-breed with 
extreme facility. According to Naudin this is true of the races 
only inter se. A good illustration of the immediate and 
great variation from this cause in the fruit of (7. I^epo is given 
in Naudin’s third plate, where fifteen different forms of the 
fruit are figured, taken from as many individual plants raised 
from seeds of one fruit, which had grown in the vicinity of 
other varieties. It is by no means certain, however, that all 
these forms originated from direct crossing. But the species 
themselves strangely refuse to hybridize. Naudin carefully 
experimented with the five species in cultivation at the Jardin 
des Plantes (namely, all known, except C. digitata) ; and out 
of seventy distinct trials all but five were utterly ineffectual. 
In five instances the fruit set, indeed, but in none of these 
was a single seed containing the vestige of an embryo pro¬ 
duced ! What are we to think, then, of the universal belief 
that squashes are spoiled by pumpkins grown in their vicinity, 
or pumpkins by squashes; and even melons (which are of a 
different genus) by squashes? The fact of some such in¬ 
fluence seems to be well authenticated. Dr. Darlington, one 
of the most trustworthy of observers, speaks of it from his 
own knowledge, thus: When growing in the vicinity of 
squashes the fruit [of the pumpkin] is liable to be converted 
into a kind of hybrid, of little or no value. I have had a 
crop of pumpkins totally spoiled by that cause, the fruit be- 
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coming very hard and warty, nnfit for the table and unsafe 
to give to cattle.” — (“ EL Cestrica,” ed. 2, p. 555.) 

Now that this is not the effect of hybridation is clear from 
the fact that the result appears in the fruit of the season, 
not in that of the next year, namely, in a generation origi¬ 
nated by the crossing. A clue is perhaps furnished by Nau- 
din’s observations, that the ovary is apt to set and even de¬ 
velop into a fruit in consequence of the application of the 
pollen of another species, although, as the result proves, none 
of the ovules are fertilized. And he hazards the conjecture 
that the pollen may exert a specific influence first upon the 
ovary, inciting its farther development, and then upon the 
ovules. To test this conjecture he was to examine the action, 
if any there be, of the pollen of Cncurbita upon the ovary of 
melons. The j)ast summer — which has been as unusually 
warm in western Europe as it has been cool in this country 
— must have favored such researches in Paris; and we may 
expect soon to hear of the result. Improbable as such an 
influence seems to be, it is hardly more so than the now 
authenticated fact that the graft of a variegated variety of a 
shrub or tree will slowly infect the stock, so that the varie¬ 
gation will at length break out in the foliage of the natural 
branches; — an old observation, which, according to the Gard¬ 
ner’s Chronicle, has recently been verified in several instances. 


WEDDELL’S MONOGRAPH OF URTICACE-®. 

De. Weddell’s preliminary studies upon the proper Urti- 
cacecB were published a few years ago in the “ Annales des 
Sciences Naturelles.” Since then, botanists, aware from this 
and his other works that the subject was in most able hands, 
have been anxiously waiting for his full monograph. This, 
we understand, is now completed, although the last fasciculus 
has not yet reached this country. The greater part is before 
us, and an admirable monograph ^ it is, worthy of a place in 

^ Monographie dela Famille des Urticdes, Par H. A. Weddell {Archives 
du Museum, ix., livr. 1-4), 1856-57. (American Journal of Science and 
Arts, 2 ser., xxv. 109.) 
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tlie “ Arclilves ” which contain that model one on the Mai- 
pighiacecB of his lamented botanical master. It illustrates in 
detail about 470 species, under 40 genera, and is accompanied 
by twenty well-filled plates, drawn by the author. It opens 
with a conspectus of the members of the great group to which 
the true Urticacem belong (which the author inclines to receive 
rather as the orders of a class than as suborders of an exten¬ 
sive order, fully admitting, however, their close affinity inter 
se), followed by a brief indication of the principal investiga¬ 
tors of these plants, and of the resources at his own command. 
A general account of the organs of vegetation and reproduc¬ 
tion, of the affinities, and the geograj)hical distribution of the 
plants of the group, and of their properties and uses, conclude 
the preliminary matter. The body of the work is occupied 
by their systematic arrangement and description. 

Apetalce being viewed as degenei'ations of PolypetalcB^ our 
author searches among the latter orders for the nearest rela¬ 
tives of the great Urticaceous order of alliance, and finds 
them in the TUiaceoe.^ that is, in the group of orders of which 
the Malvacece are the highest development. According to 
Weddell’s happy illustration, Malvacem crown the summit of 
a three-sided pyramid, with Stercidiaceoe.^ Byttneriacem^ and 
TiUaceoi just below them, one upon each face ; under the 
Byttneriacece he ranks the EuphorhiacecB with the Antides- 
mecB.) and under these, at the very base of the pyramid, the 
Scepacece., the lowest degradation in this direction of the Mal- 
vaceous tyj^e. On the adjacent face, under the TiliacGa?.^ and 
on the same level with the JEuphorhiacem., he inscribes the 
Urticacem.^ with the Cupuliferce perhaps underneath them. 
Upon this ingenious plan of representation, the apetalous 
orders throughout may be most conveniently and instructively 
ranked under their superior types; — bearing in mind that 
some types degrade as much within an order (e. EupKor- 
biaceoe., Onagracece inclusive of Ilalorageoe^ Caryophyllaceoe 
including llleceJ}re(B)^ as others do through a series of two or 
three orders, or even as the same group does (e. Caryo- 
phyllaceoe) through a series of orders on the other side of the 
pyramid. 
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The reason why this mode of representation will exhibit 
botanical affinities so well is, that (as we have elsewhere 
remarked) the vegetable kingdom does not culminate, — as 
the animal kingdom does, — and therefore offers no founda¬ 
tion in nature for a lineal arrangement even of its great 
groups. But it would appear that the Dicotyledonous orders 
might be arranged under a considerable number of short 
series, in groups converging upon the most fully developed or 
representative order of each type, so as to exhibit what we 
now know of the system of nature much better than in any 
other way. 

We think that Dr. Weddell’s idea of the affinity of Urti- 
cacece is a good one. The floral and seminal characters, the 
true criteria of affinity, are not abhorrent, but present some 
strong points of relationship, as do the organs of vegetation. 
These, once established, allow us to feel the force of the strik¬ 
ing coincidence in the bast-tissue of the bark, so remarkable 
in all this alliance for the length, fineness, and toughness of 
the fibres, their union end to end, and their lateral indepen¬ 
dence, admirably adapting them for their use as textile mate¬ 
rials, in which Urticacece vie with Malvaceoe and Tiliacece. 

As to geographical distribution, Europe is very poor in 
UrticacecB^ poorer even than would at first view be supposed, 
as the author remarks. For as nettles like an enriched soil, 
the five or six European species of Urtica and Parietaria so 
abound around habitations that they make up in the multitude 
of individuals for the paucity of species, and perhaps cover 
nearly as much ground as the great number of intertropical 
species; two or three excepted, which are also weeds in the 
tropics. Temperate North America is not much richer in 
species than Europe. The greater part are found in the torrid 
zone, and in islands rather than continents; the Malay region, 
India, Mexico, and the West Indies together possess almost 
two thirds of the known species. 

Our remaining remarks shall be restricted to one well- 
known plant described in the work, and to another of recent 
discovery, which unfortunately was not communicated in sea¬ 
son to find a place in it. 
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The first is our common Pilea pumila. Dr. Wecldell Las 
overlooked the fact that Kafinesque had founded a genus 
(Adice or Adike) upon it, although the name is mentioned in 
the work cited by him, where the plant was first published as 
a Pilea, and although Dr. Torrey had adopted Kafinesque’s 
genus, and figured the species, in an earlier and more consid¬ 
erable work (“Flora of the State of New York”), which, 
having unfortunately been published by tho State, and in a 
large edition, has in consequence remained almost unknown 
to science. Considering that the three sepals of the fertile 
flower in this species are nearly equal and not gibbous, it may 
be doubted whether the single species of Blume’s genus Achu- 
demia, differing only in having five sepals, should not rather 
be appended to Pilea. We dare say that Dr. Weddell would 
have so arranged it, if Blume had not j)ubli8hed the genus. 

Since the appearance of the third part of WeddeH’s mono¬ 
graph, but before it had reached this country, Dr. Torrey has 
published, in the report on Dr. Bigelow’s fine California col¬ 
lection made in Lieutenant Whipple’s llailroad Survey to the 
Pacific, a new Nettle allied to Boehmeria but with tho peni- 
cillate stigma of Urtica, namely, his Ihsperoenide tenella 
(“ Pacific Kailroad Reports,” iv. p. 139). This little plant, it 
now appears, comes nearest to Wight’s monotypio genus Chch 
mabaina of India, of which better details than Wight’s as to 
the female flowers and fruit are figured in the present mono¬ 
graph. The stigma is intermediate in character between that 
of Chamabaina and that of Urtica; and, moreover, as the se¬ 
pals of the male flower want the pointed gibbous tips of the 
former, the stipules are inconspicuous, and the cotyledons are 
not only reniform but (which is unnoticed in the published 
description) pretty strongly emarginate at the summit also, 
the genus will probably be retained. 

Great thanks are due to Dr. Weddell for his labors upon 
this family, which he found in a most unsatisfactory and dififi- 
cult state, and has left in such condition that Nettles and their 
allies are easy and inviting objects of study. 
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RADLKOFER’S PROCESS OF FECUNDATION IN THE 
VEGETABLE KINGDOM." 

This gives in English, and in an accessible form, a sys¬ 
tematic and historical survey of the whole subject of vegetable 
fecundation, including the recent discoveries of Pringsheim, 
Cohn, Braun, and Bary. 

As to Fungi and Lichens^ — thanks to the observations of 
Itzigsohn upon the latter, and the most useful and persevering 
investigations of Tulasne upon both families, — the analogues 
of male organs in all probability are discovered, and their 
general presence recognized; but the fact of fecundation is 
not made out. 

In the lower or green Algoe^ fecundation was first demon¬ 
strated by Pringsheim. The “ horns ” of Vaucheria which 
Vaucher half a century ago observed and conjectured to be 
male organs, Pringsheim proved to be so, having seen them 
open at the summit and emit a great number of free-moving 
corpuscles (spermatozoids), many of which found their way 
into the now open orifice of the protuberance, which contains 
the forming spore, and were seen crowding against it, after 
which a membrane of cellulose appears over the surface of 
the mass of protoplasm and completes the spore. Whether 
one or more of the spermatozoids actually penetrates the 
protoplasm and so is included within the cell-membrane is 
uncertain; but Pringsheim thought it was the case, from 
having detected a colorless corpuscle like one of the sperma¬ 
tozoids inside of the membrane. Next Pringsheim demon¬ 
strated a similar fecundation in QEdogonium. His results, 
briefly published in the proceedings of the Berlin Academy, 
and thence translated into French and English, are now 
given in detail in the first part of his “ Jahrbiicher,” noticed 
above. OEdogonium consists of a row of cylindrical cells. 

1 Der Befruchtungsprocess im Pflanzenreiche. L. Radlkofer. Leipsic, 
1857. (English translation by Arthur Henfrey in Annales and Magazine 
of Natural History j October and November, 1857.) (American Journal 
of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxv. 112.) 
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Some of these cells, usually shorter than the rest, become 
tumid, and, without conjugation, have their whole green con¬ 
tents transformed into a large spore. Pringsheim has ascer¬ 
tained that other cells of the same individual plant have 
their green contents transformed into a multitude of active 
corpuscles or zoospores, which, from their subsequent evolu¬ 
tion and office, he names androspores; these escape by the 
opening of the mother cell moving about freely by the vibra¬ 
tion of a crown of cilia attached near the smaller end. One 
or more of these androspores fix themselves by the smaller 
end upon the surface of the cell in which a large ordinary 
spore is forming, or in the vicinity, and germinate there, 
growing longer and narrower at the point of attachment, 
while near the free end a cross partition forms, and some¬ 
times another, making one or two small cells; this is the true 
antheridium: for in it a crowd of spermatozoids are formed, 
also endowed with motivity by means of vibratile cilia. Now 
the top of the antheridium falls off as a lid, the spermatozoids 
escape; the spore-cells at this time open at the top; one of 
the spermatozoids enters the opening, its pointed end fore¬ 
most; this becomes stationary upon or slightly penetrates 
the surface of the young spore, into which its contents are 
doubtless transferred, and a coat of cellulose is then, and not 
until then, deposited upon it, completing its organization as 
a spore, which in due time germinates, and grows directly into 
a plant like the parent. 

But in Bulbochsete, and especially in Sphseroplea, so beauti¬ 
fully investigated by Cohn (‘^Annales des Sciences Natu- 
relles,” 4 ser.,v,), the spore does not directly develop into the 
normal or fruit-bearing plant. Instead of this, by an alterna¬ 
tion of generations (to adopt that well understood phrase), the 
spore proceeds to convert its contents by successive division 
into a large number of zoospores, different from the andro¬ 
spores, namely, small oval or oblong bodies, furnished with 
two long cilia on a short beak at one end, and for a time mov¬ 
ing actively about by their vibration. Coming to rest, these 
zoospores germinate, by elongation and the formation of trans¬ 
verse partitions, into adult thread-like plants, consisting of a 
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row o£ cells. In Sphseroplea the whole contents of the cells 
of some adult individuals condense into large green spores, 
as yet without a coat; while those of different individuals 
give rise to myriads of slender spermatozoids, moving by 
means of a pair of cilia fixed at the narrow end. The latter 
escape from the parent cell through a small perforation which 
now appears, enter the spore-bearing cells of the fertile plant 
through a similar perforation in them, play around the 
spores, and at length one or more of them drives its pointed 
extremity into their naked surface; after which, fertilization 
being accomplished, a thick coat of cellulose is deposited to 
complete the spore. “ Cohn does not consider that observa¬ 
tions justify his assuming a direct penetration of the sperma¬ 
tozoids into the primordial spore-cell. It rather seemed to 
him as if they attached themselves on the outside of the 
spore, and were finally converted into mucilaginous glo¬ 
bules.” 

Eeproduction by conjugation of course had long been 
familiarly known in the lower AlgcB, But it was questioned 
whether this was really analogous to sexual reproduction, 
since what appeared to be similar spores are often formed of 
the contents of a single cell without conjugation. Areschoug 
shows that these are abortive spores, incapable of germina¬ 
tion ; while those which result from actual conjugation will 
grow into new plants, without further metamorphosis; Vau- 
cher’s old observations to this effect having been confirmed 
by Braun and Pringsheim. 

That in the Fucacece or olive-green AlgcB the large spores 
are fecundated by spermatozoids, produced in antheridia, 
was demonstrated by Thuret in the year 1850. And in more 
recent memoirs he has shown that the fertilization takes 
place through direct contact of the spermatozoids with the 
naked surface of the unimpregnated spore, then having only 
a protoplasmic coating; and that these spores will not de¬ 
velop nor hardly acquire a cell-wall unless so fertilized. His 
experiments upon dioecious species are perfectly decisive 
upon these points. He observed the lively spermatozoids 
playing over the surface of the still naked spore, fix them- 
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selves to it by the ciliated end, apparently by one of the 
cilia, and at length come to rest in contact with it; but he 
could not detect any material penetration of them into the 
body of the spore. Pringsheim, confirming all Thuret’s ob¬ 
servations, thinks also that the spermatozoids actually pene¬ 
trate the sperm-mass; but there is no direct proof of it. 
Indeed Thuret, in a very recent article (“ Annales des Sci¬ 
ences Naturelles,” 4 ser., vii., 1857), indicates the grounds of 
Pringsheim’s probable mistake. The most interesting point in 
this last article by Thuret relates to the suddenness with which 
the cell-membrane is formed on the spore of Fucus after the 
access of the spermatozoids and the accomplishment of the act 
of fecundation. In six or eight minutes traces of the forma¬ 
tion of the membrane are recognizable upon a considerable 
number of the spores. In ten minutes the presence of a mem¬ 
brane may be clearly made manifest by the ai)plication of 
chloride of zinc. In an hour the membrane has acquired con¬ 
siderable firmness and thickness, and the presence of cellulose 
is revealed by the action of sulphuric acid and iodine; an 
hour later and the blue coloration under the tost is decided. 

In the higher Crijptoffamia and in the PJianerogamia^ 
Eadlkofer’s treatise, though interesting for the history, offers 
nothing new to our readers. In fiict, its date precluded it 
from containing much of what is referred to in the preced¬ 
ing paragraphs. But the subject is still to be continued. 


DR. HOOKER OK THE BALANOPHOREiE. 

Although read before the Linnsean Society nearly three 
years ago, this fine memoir ^ was published only last summer. 
The delay has probably been owing, in a great part, to the 
time requisite for the engraving of the very beautiful and 

1 On the Structure and Affinities of Balanophorem, by J. D. Hooker, (sep¬ 
arately issued from the Transactions of the Linnmn Society of London, 
xxii.) London, 1857. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., 

XXV. 116.) 
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elaborate plates wbicb illustrate tbe memoir. It is a clear, 
patient, and pbilosophical elucidation of an extremely anoma¬ 
lous group of plants, and a succinct exposition of the principal 
lessons to be learned from their study, both orgaiiographically 
and systematically; and it bears the impress throughout of 
the spirit, freshness, and independence which so distinguish 
j this author, and make all his writings so attractive and in¬ 
structive. While the whole subject is developed in proper 
order, the divisions are not quite clearly marked out in the 
essay. The first sectional heading is: “1. Parasitism and 
structure of the Ehizome.” But there is no section 2 answer¬ 
ing to the first, which moreover continues, without a break, 
to treat of the general anatomy, organography, and morphol- 
ogy of these plants, the structure of the flowers, ovules, and 
seeds, and of the diverse doctrines which have been propounded 
respecting them. The affinities of JBalano'pTiorecB are then 
considered under a special heading; their Classification is 
then the subject of a few general remarks; also their Geo¬ 
graphical Distribution and Variation. Then a Synoptical 
Table of the genera is given; and the fourteen genera with 
their known species (28 in all) are finally described and 
illustrated. 

As to the structure and affinities of BalanopTiorece^ and 
the curious questions that have arisen about their place in the 
natural system. Dr. Hooker, in the first place, affirms them to 
be truly phsenogamous. It now seems strange that this should 
ever have been doubted. The arguments to the contrary, says 
our author, “ all appear to have originated, on the one hand, 
in mistaking feeble analogies between the forms of organs 
that are not homologous, for affinities ; and, on the other, in 
overlooking a multitude of positive characters. These argu¬ 
ments may be summed up as: — 1. An erroneous view of the 
nature of the seeds, by Endlicher, Martius, Blume, and others, 
who describe them as a sporuliferous mass, — a term which, 
even if it were applicable, has no meaning. 2. An erroneous 
view of their origin being in a diseased state of the plants 
they grow upon, adopted by Junghuhn and Trattinick. 3. A 
supposed similarity in appearance to Fungi^ and an erroneous 
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idea that their appearance is meteoric and their growth rapid; 
— a theory advanced by Endlicher, who says of the horizontal 
rhizome of Helosis and Langsdorffia, ‘mycelio Fungorum 
quam maxime analogum.’ 4. The resemblance between the 
articulated filaments on the capitula of the HelosidecB and the 
paraphyses of Musci; and between the pistils of Balano- 
'phovecB and the pistillidia of Mosses; strongly advocated by 
Griffith and Lindley. 5, The resemblance of the cellular and 
vascular tissues in some of their characters to some of those 
of Ferns, as indicated by Unger and Goeppert. 6. A very 
peculiar view of the nature and relations of the parts of the 
female flower entertained by Weddell; who hence considers 
BalanopTiorece (together with HaffiesiacecB) to approach 
nearer to Gymnosperms than to any other group of plants.” 
Instead of discussing at length opinions which “had the 
authors who advocate them been sufficiently furnished with 
specimens and facts they would never have entertained,” Dr. 
Hooker merely recalls attention to the essential facts that 
these plants exhibit true flowers with stamens and pistils, gen¬ 
uine ovules, and even embryo, and so accord in no one par¬ 
ticular with Cryptogams. He shows moreover that the embryo 
is dicotyledonous in the few cases where it is sufficiently de¬ 
veloped to manifest the character, and that the stem is con¬ 
structed upon the exogenous plan. Even with these facts 
before him, Lindley has retained his Rhizogens, as “ logically 
a class ”; as an intermediate form of organization between 
Endogens and Thallogens, and characterized by vegetation 
rather than fructification. But there is little or nothing really 
peculiar in their vegetation; and, as Lindley himself reduces 
the differences to questions of degree, it suffices to say that 
the classes are not founded upon degradation of type, but 
upon change of type. 

Viewing BalanopTiorecE,^ then, as degraded members of the 
Dicotyledonous class. Dr. Hooker follows Brown and Griffith 
in regarding EafflesiacecB as near to AristolocUacece^ and in 
denying all affinity between these and Balanophoreoe, In 
searching for the affinities of the latter. Dr. Hooker is guided 
by the sound rule of disregarding “ the negative characters, 
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a,y be termed wHcb are founded on the imperfec- 
^ans; ” and he takes the most perfectly developed 
-fche best exponents of the typical structure of any 
. principle laid down, we believe, by Mr. Brown, 
a. substantial scientific basis for the estimation of 
fVgreement in plan of structure is just what consti- 
ty; agreement in grade of evolution may indicate 
it analogy, can indicate only collateral relationship, 
3e neglected, indeed, but in itself of no account 
Lg a family to its true position in a system. The 
>s applied in the present case leads Dr. Hooker to 
sion that the nearest relatives of JBalanophorece are 
ctgece^ a group itself, “ consisting for the most part 
. forms of Onagrariece^'^ or, more strictly speaking, 
ink which connects these plants with the higher 
sgetatioii is furnished by Gunnera. The qualifying 
ove is appropriate; for it is hard to conceive of 
/■ith its minute embryo as a reduced Onagracea^ 
3 impossible to sever the chain of evidence which 
genus to Loudonia and Haloragis. Be this as it 
looker has surely made a happy hit in seizing upon 
ts the key to the true affinities of BalanopJiorece^ 
objections that may be urged against this approxi- 
b the strongest, but rather the least valid, in our 
o long as the question is one of alliance and not of 
on), is that to be derived from the habit and the 
on of the foliar organs. Any type is liable to have 
ic phase, and this is generally a degraded one in 
icts; the Gesneriaceous has it in Orhancheoe^ which 
vith the greatest propriety include; the Scrophula- 
?a.duates insensibly into similar parasitic forms; the 
* has them in MonotropecB; and the Cornaceous 
ecus degrades through Santalacece into Loran- 

ite probable that our author would deny the degra- 
:lie latter case, judging from some points which he 
o considering whether the group of Balanophorem, 
.side any consideration of its relationship with other 
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orders, and regarding it per . . . should abstractedly be 
considered as ranking high, or the contrary.” This is an ab¬ 
straction of which we are hardly capable, — that of determin¬ 
ing the rank of an order per se. Still our author’s ideas are 
clear and clearly expressed; the comparison is really between 
these plants and the ideal plant-type. And what is wanting 
to make the comparison practical is a settled idea as to what 
constitutes the highest style of plant, and what is the relative 
importance of deviations from it; questions too large to be en¬ 
tered upon here, if indeed the science is yet ready for their dis¬ 
cussion, but which underlie the most important inquiries which 
good systematic botanists are everywhere tentatively prosecut¬ 
ing. Assuming that the conventional definition of perfection 
in use among zoologists is applicable to the vegetable king¬ 
dom, and which argues that a high degree of specification of 
organs and morphological differentiation of them for the per¬ 
formance of the highest functions indicate a high rank. Dr. 
Hooker ingeniously argues that “ Balanophorece may in some 
respects be considered to hold a very high one; ” and the points 
are presented under seven heads. Now we will not deny that 
the principles are logically applied in the present case, nor that 
the considerations of the kind are perhaps as applicable to 
the vegetable as to the animal kingdom. But we should 
a priori expect that principles of fundamental importance in 
the latter could have no sound application to the former; that 
even such as relate to functions common to the two, or to 
structures analogous, would require to be based each upon its 
own ground. As to morphology, and as to what constitutes 
perfection of type, we should look to the fundamental differ¬ 
ences rather than to the resemblances of the two for our start¬ 
ing-point. 

Plants for obvious reasons are constructed on the principle 
of extension of surface. Concentration or consolidation, wher¬ 
ever it occurs in the vegetable kingdom, is a special provision 
against some peculiar danger. Animals, on the contrary, are 
formed on the principle of restriction of surface. As if to 
withdraw them as much as practicable from the direct action 
of the external world, their shape is compact, their extent as 
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individuals strictly limited, the external organs by which they 
take their sustenance comparatively few and small, while the 
most essential organs are safely sheltered within. Consolida¬ 
tion of organs and even their restriction in number, accord¬ 
ingly, are not likely to be indications of high rank in the 
vegetable kingdom. Not the latter, because the object of the 
plant in vegetation is attained by the indefinite repetition of the 
same organs; nor the former, for the type of the plant is real¬ 
ized only in the distinct elimination of leaves from the axis. 
A Melon-Cactus and a Cuscuta are low forms of plants as 
to vegetation. As it is a fundamental character of plants 
that their organs of reproduction are only specialized organs 
of vegetation; as the higher great divisions of plants are 
those in which the leaf-type is most apparent throughout; as 
the perfect accomplishment of the end in view — the produc¬ 
tion, protection, and nourishment of the embryo even of the 
highest or most developed kind — does not require the con¬ 
fluence of homogeneous parts, why should such confluence be 
regarded as indicating higher rank, merely because the type 
is more disguised in such cases? We see no sufficient ground 
for ranking a monopetalous plant higher than a polypetalous 
one on that account; and still less for regarding a Loranthus 
or a Viscum as the highest style of plant. On the contrary, 
we incline to look upon the consolidation of heterogeneous 
parts in the blossom not as high specialization at all, but as 
want of development, i, e. imperfect elimination ; and in this 
light those who maintain an inferior ovary to be one immersed 
in a receptacle, must needs regard it. 

Again, suppression or abortion of organs that belong to the 
type of the blossom cannot be considered as other than an 
imperfection, although the loss of the corolla is no great mat¬ 
ter, and the abortion of one of the sexes little more. StiU 
hermaphroditism is plainly in the type of the highest style of 
plant; while the opposite is the case in the animal kingdom. 
But we cannot here enter further into the discussion of this 
class of questions. No one feels more deeply than our author 
the want of fixed and philosophical principles for the subor¬ 
dination of characters and the study of affinities in plants; 
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and no botanist of bis age is more competent, or so well 
placed and furnished for the investigation of this problem, to 
which we invite him as to a task worthy of his powers. 

As to the rank of lialanopliorem^ if our author has demon¬ 
strated anything, it is that they belong to the higlufst class of 
plants, but that they are probably the most degratUnl members 
of it. 


BOUSSINGAULT ON THE INFLUENCE OF NITRATES 

ON THE PRODUCTION OF VE(JKTABLE MATTER. 

Sr:vEEAL years ago Boussingault demonstratiHl, in the 
clearest way, that plants arc incapable of aHsimilating the 
free nitrogen of the atmosphere. Two years ago, in a paper 
communicated to the French Academy of 8cien(*(‘s, ho showed 
that nitrates eminently favor vegetation. Ho now shows,^ 
by decisive experiments, — 

(1) That the amount even of ternary v(‘getablc matter 
produced by a plant depends absolutely upon the supply of 
assimilable nitrogen (ammonia and nltx'atcs). A plant, such 
as a sunflower, with a rather large seed, may grow iix a 
soil of recently calcined brick, watered with puns watcir, so 
far as even to complete itself with a blossom; hnt it will only 
have trebled or quadrupled the amount of veg(‘tabl(^ matter 
it had to begin with in the seed. In the (experiments, the 
seeds weighing 0.107 grams, in three months of vegetation 
formed plants which when dried weighed only 0.392 grams, 
— a little more than trebling their weight. The carbon they 
had acquired from the decomposition of carbonic acid of the 
air was only 0.114 grams; tlie nitrogen they had assimilated 
from the air in three months was only 0.0025 grams. 

(2) Phosphate of lime, alkaline salts, and earthy matters 

^ Researches upon the Influence which assimilahle Nitrogen in manures 
exerts upon the production of Vegetable Matter; and (2) Upon the QmntUy 
of Nitrates contained in the Soil and in Water of various kinds. J. B. J. D. 
Boussingault. Annales des Sciences Naturelles, 4 ser., vii., No. 1, 1857. 
(American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxv. 120.) 
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indispensable to the constitution of plants exert no appre¬ 
ciable action upon vegetation, except when accompanied by 
matters capable of furnishing assimilable nitrogen. Two 
plants of the same kind, grown under the same conditions as 
above, but with the perfectly sterile soil adequately supplied 
with phosphate of lime, alkali in the form of bicarbonate of 
potash, and silex from the ashes of grasses, resulted in only 
0.498 grams of dried vegetable matter, from seeds weighing 
0.107 grams; and had acquired only 0.0027 grams of nitrogen 
beyond what was in the seeds. 

(3) But nitrate of potash furnishing assimilable nitrogen, 
associated with phosphate of lime and silicate of potash, 
forms a complete manure, and suffices for the full dev(‘lop- 
ment of vegetation. Parallel experiments with nitrate in 
place of bicarbonate of potash resulted in the vigorous growth 
of the Sunflower plants, and the formation of 21.248 grams of 
organic matter, from seeds weighing as before only 0.107. 
This 21.111 grams of new vegetable matter, produc(Ml in three 
months of vegetation, contained 8.444 of cai'bon derived from 
the carbonic acid of the air and 0.1666 grams of nitrogen. 
The 1.4 grams of nitrate of potash supplied to the soil con¬ 
tained 0.1969 grams of nitrogen, leaving a balance of 0.0303, 
nearly all of which was found unappropriated in the soil. 

Finally Boussingault made a neat series of comparative 
experiments, introducing into calcined sand the same amount 
of phosphate of lime and carbonate of potash, but diifcrent 
proportions of nitrate of soda, or in other words of assimi¬ 
lable nitrogen, and watering with water free from ammonia 
but containing a quarter of its volume of carbonic acid. The 
soil was divided among four pots, each having two seeds of 
Sunflower (JZ argopTiylluB was the species used in aU the ex¬ 
periments) ; the pot 


No. 1 received of nitrate of soda.0.00 grams. 

No. 2 « « .0,02 ** 

No. 3 ‘‘ « « .0.04 ‘‘ 

No. 4 “ “ << .0.16 “ 


The results of fifty days’ vegetation are given in the rate 
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of growth, size and number of leaves, weight of the pro¬ 
duct, etc.: — 

1^0.1 made of new vegetable matter . . . 0.397 grams. 

Ko. 2 “ “ «... 0.720 « 

ISTo. 3 « “ «... 1.130 “ 

No. 4 “ «... 3.280 « 

In No. 2 so little as three milligrams of assimilable nitrogen 
introduced into the soil enabled the plant to double the 
amount of organic matter. The proportion of the weight of 
the seeds to that of the plant formed was in 


No. 1, as.1: 4.6 grains. 

No. 2, as.1 : 7.6 

No. 3, as.1 : 11.3 

No. 4, as.1 : 30.8 


In no case did the nitrogen acquired by the plant exceed 
that of the nitrate added to the soil. 

In the experiments where no nitrate was added to the soil 
the two or three milligrams of nitrogen acquired by the plants 
daring three months of vegetation came in all probability from 
ammoniacal vapors and nitrates existing or formed in the at¬ 
mosphere. To establish their presence, Boussingault arranged 
an apparatus which detected the production of some nitrates. 
And, in exposing to the air 500 grams of calcined sand, which 
had 10 grams of oxalic acid mixed with it, in a glass vessel 
with an open surface equal to that of one of the flower-pots 
used in the above experiments, the sand took 0.0013 grams of 
nitrogen from the air, of which a part was certainly ammonia. 

The object of the researches of which a summary is given 
in the second paper was, to determine the quantity of nitrates 
contained, at a given moment, in one hectare of cultivated 
ground, one of meadow, one of the forest soil, and in one metre 
of river or spring water. The quantity in the soil was of course 
found to vary extremely with the extremes of wet or dry 
weather. Garden soil, highly manured every autumn, con¬ 
tained on the 9th of August, 1856, after fourteen dry and 
warm days, 316.5 grams of nitre in a cubic litre of soil. On 
the 29th of the month, after twenty rainy days, the same quan- 
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tity of the same soil contained only 13 grams of nitre. The 
greater part had been dissolved out of the superficial soil. 

Some specimens of forest-soil, in a state of nature, fur¬ 
nished XLO indication of nitrates; others gave 0.7 and 3.27 
grams of nitre to the cubic metre. 

The soil of meadows and pastures afforded from 1 to 11 
grams of nitre to the cubic metre. Nineteen specimens of 
good cultivated land gave, four of them none; others from 
0.8 to 1.33 ; the richer ones from 10.4 to 14.4, and one 
fallow, of exceptional richness, as much as 108 grams of nitre 
to the cubic metre. To the latter much calcareous matter 
has been added. 

The soil of the conservatory, from which the nitrates would 
not be washed away by rains, contained 89, or 161, and some 
rather deep soil 185 grams of nitre to the cubic metre. 

The sources of the nitre are not difficult to understand 
when we reflect that a manured soil, especially a calcareous 
one, is just in the condition of an artificial nitre-bed. The 
ultimate result of the decomposition of ordinary manure is a 
residuum of alkaline and earthy salts, phosphates, and ni¬ 
trates, the latter, with the ammonia furnishing the assimi¬ 
lable nitrogen, all-essential to productive vegetation. In in¬ 
corporating with the soil undecomposed manure, instead of 
the ultimate results of decomposition, less loss is suffered from 
prolonged rains wasting out the formed nitrates. 

The soluble matters washed out of the soil are to be sought 
in the water. Eiver and spring waters therefore act as manure 
by the silex and alkali, the organic matter, and the nitrates 
which they hold. The spring waters, poorest in nitre of 
those examined, contained from 0.03 to 0.14 milligrams of 
nitre to the litre; the richer ones from 11 to 14 grams in 
the cubic metre. 

A.S to the river-water, the Vesle in Champagne held 12 
grams, the Seine at Paris 9 grams the cubic metre. These 
were the richest. The Seine at Paris carries to the sea, in 
times of low water, 58,000 kilograms, in times of high water, 
194,000 kilograms, of nitre every twenty-four hours. What 
enormous amounts of nitre must be carried into the sea by the 
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Mississippi, the Amazon, and by every great continental river; 
and bow active, beyond all ordinary conception, must the 
proecHB of nitrification be all over the land; and how vast the 
supply of assiinilable nitrogen for the use of vegetation I 


BKNTilAM’S HAND-BOOK OF THE BIUTISII FLORA. 

One of the best systematic botanists — of the soundest 
jii(Ignu‘nt and the largest (‘xptu'ienee, both in European and 
exotic* botany — has decerned it no unfit employment of a por¬ 
tion of his valuable time to prepare a volume ^ by which 
beginners, having no previous acc|uaintance with the science, 
may learn to know most advantageously and reatlily, the wild 
flowers and plants of his native land. The result is a genuine 
popular Flora, and a clear proof that the plants of a limited 
country may be described, by one who understands them thor- 
oughly, in comparatively simple language, without any sacri¬ 
fice of scncntific accuracy, or of scientific interest No really 
good work of this kind was ever made by a compiler; and no 
one who has not (‘ssayed tlu^ tusk, can comprehend how thor- 
ougldy faithful writing for beginners brings one’s knowledge 
to the pr(M>f. 

The t'hanu'teristie features of the work before us are: 1, 
The full use of analytical keys, after the mode of De Can¬ 
dolle’s Flora Fran{;aise,” leiuling easily not only to the order 
and the genus, but also to the species of the jdant in hand. 
These keys, or analyses, are hero made to supersiKlo specific 
characters as such, neat and free in descriptions, longer or 
ihortcT according to circumstances, occupying their place. 
But generic characters are given with considerable fullness. 
2. The exclusion of all technical terms which were not re¬ 
quired for the purpose in view, and ‘‘the omission, in nu¬ 
merous instances, of microscopical, anatomical, or theoretical 

^ ffand-^k of Briikh Fiora ; a DeBcription of tM Flowering Plants 
ondf jRsrw mdigmom to^ or naturalized in^ the British Isles: for the use of 
Beginners and Amateurs. By George Benthara, London, 185B. (Amer¬ 
ican Jonmid of Bcien<^ and Arts, 2 ser., xxvi. 413.) 


105 


BAND-BOOK OF THE BRITISH FLORA, 

characters, often of the greatest importance in scientific 
botany, but useless to the mere amateur.” 3. The descrip¬ 
tions are original, and have been drawn up from British 
specimens in the first instance, and afterwards compared with 
the characters given in the standard Floras, and verified upon 
continental specimens from various parts of the geographical 
range of the species. As a describer of species (which is 
something very different from a describer of specimens), Mr. 
Bentham has no superior. 4. The geographical range of each 
species, at least its European range, is carefully specified; 
then the British stations are given in general terms, the object 
being to state where the plant is likely to be found, rather 
than to indicate the precise spot where it has been gathered. 
5. The judicious limitation of species, and the reduction of a 
crowd of nominal or critical ” species to their supposed types, 
with a thoroughness which only a botanist of Mr. Bentham s 
great experience and authority could well venture upon. Ihc 
following extract from the preface will explain his views : — 

‘‘ Taking into account the omission of all plants erroneously 
indicated as British, it will still, no doubt, be a matter of 
astonishment that, whilst the last edition of Hooker and 
Arnott’s Flora contains 1571 species, and that of Babington’s 
Manual as many as 1708 (exclusive of Chara), the number, 
in the present work, is reduced to 1285. This is not owing 
to any real difference of opinion as to the richness and di¬ 
versity of our vegetable productions, but is occasioned by a 
different appreciation of the value of the species themselves. 
The author has long been persuaded that the views originally 
entertained by Linnaeus, of what really constitutes a species, 
were far more correct than the limited sense to which many 
modern botanists seem inclined to restrict the term ; and that 
in most cases where that great master had good means of 
observation, he succeeded admirably in the practical applica¬ 
tion of his principles. At any rate, if those minute distinctions 
by which the innumerable varieties of Brambles, of Roses, of 
Hawk-weeds, or of Willows, have of late years been charac¬ 
terized, are really more constant and more important than 
the author’s experience has led him to conclude, they cannot 
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be understood without a more complete acquaintance with 
trifling, vague, and sometimes theoretical characters, than he 
has himself been able to attain, or than can ever be expected 
from the mere amateur. . . . The species are limited accord¬ 
ing to what are conceived to have been the original principles 
of Linnaeus: and the author, in submitting liis views to the 
judgment of the scientific world, trusts that they will not be 
attributed to hasty generalizations, or conjectural theories, but 
that they will be generally recognized as founded on personal 
observation of living plants, made during many years’ resi¬ 
dence on the continent, as well as in this country, and on 
repeated comparison of specimens collected from the most 
varied and distant points of the geographical areas of the 
several species.” 

6. Popular names are employed and reduced to a system 
in accordance with the principles of botanical nomenclature. 
“ An attempt has, on the present occasion, been made to give 
prominence to a series of English names to the British plants, 
rendering them as far as possible consistent with the recog¬ 
nized principles of systematic nomenclature, so essential for 
the study of plants. It was at first intended merely to have 
adopted those which are appended to all the genera and 
species in Hooker and Arnott’s Elora; but the first attempts 
to apply them practically, gave evidence that they had never 
been framed with a view to being used by botanists, or ama¬ 
teurs, in the place of the Latin ones. It will be observed 
that there is among them a continual confusion between popu¬ 
lar, trivial, and generic names; between epithets and specific 
names; betv/een substantives and adjectives; that on frequent 
occasions one name is applied to several genera, or several 
names to one genus; that the number of words forming the 
name of a plant varies from one to five, instead of being con¬ 
stantly two; and that some of the names put forward as Eng¬ 
lish, are very local, almost unknown or obsolete, and no easier 
to learn than the more useful Latin ones they represent. It 
became necessary, therefore, thoroughly to revise the whole 
system, and to recast it upon the Linnsean principles univer¬ 
sally adopted for the Latin botanical names. . . . The full 
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statement of tlie principles whicli have induced the rejection 
of certain names, and the substitution of others, and the 
details of their application to individual cases, . . . are given 
at length in a paper prepared by the author, to be laid before 
the Linnsean Society on the publication of this Flora.” 

Criticism may well be deferred until this paper comes to 
hand. Of the propriety of an English nomenclature of some 
kind in a Flora where a great part of the plants have well- 
known vernacular names, there is no room for doubt; and if 
used at all, it is desirable that these names should be reduced 
to a systematic form. This is readily done for perhaps half 
of the common plants of the British Flora; but for the rest, 
the difi&culties are various and much greater than one would 
imagine before making the attempt. The present undertak¬ 
ing must be deemed a decided success. What imperfections 
it has, are on the safer side. We should have inclined to 
a larger use of the vernacular for the generic names; and 
where they were inapplicable to the whole genera, to apply 
them to subgenera, e. Apple and Pear, Gooseberry and 
Currant. As these are real and universal English generic 
names, they ought, if possible, to be given as such. Still we 
appreciate the reasons which appear to have compelled the 
adoption of Pyrus and Ribes as English names, though Eng¬ 
lish they never can become. Our author is strongly disposed 
throughout to make the Latin name do duty as an English 
one, doubtless supposing that they may become popular appel¬ 
lations in time, as Geranium and Aster have done. Some¬ 
times he adopts the Latin word entire; sometimes he trun¬ 
cates or anglicizes the termination. Happy instances of the 
latter sort are : — 

Trigonel, from Trigonella, 

Limosel, from LimoseUa. 

Corydal, from Corydalis. 

Corrigiole, from Corrigiola. 

Chrysosplene, from Chrysosplenium; but why not Golden- 
spleen ? 

Samole, from Samolus; but why not Brookweed ? 

Limnanth, from Limnauthemum. 
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Sclerantli, from Sclerantlius; but why not Knawel ? 

Osmund, from Osmunda. 

Myriopbyll, from Myriophyllum; but why not Milfoil ? 

Matricary, for Matricaria. 

Eupatory, for Eupatorium, etc. 

Those names which are not at all to our tastes are : — 

Cerast, for Cerastium; but if such a word must be coined, 
why not Ilolost, for Holosteum on the preceding page ? 

Doronic, for Doronicum. 

Onopord, for Onopordon ; why not Cotton-Thistle ? 

Polycarp (newly martyred), for Polycarpon. 

Myosote, for Myosotis; in place of Forget-me-not. 

Capsoll, for Capsella; in the place of the vernacular Shep- 
herdVpurse. 

The best coinage of an English name is Eockcist for Heli- 
anthemum. 

An Introduction of thirty-six pages teaches the elements of 
botany to beginners, and explains the technical terms used in 
the flora, and many besides. The definitions of perigynous 
and epigynous, however conformable to etymology, are not 
the quite usual ones, and are not adhered to in the work 
itself. We were not aware that “in general the word ovary 
is used to designate all the ovaries of a flower,” unless when 
united into one body, and are glad to observe that the author 
does not use the word in this way in the body of the work, 
one or two instances excepted. We always supposed the 
word to be an exact synonym of the Linnsean germen. And 
if we may not use it, as botanists always have done, for the 
ovule-bearing portion of the pistil, whether simple or com¬ 
pound (reserving carpel for the simple of elementary pistil, 
whether separate or combined), then a new word must needs 
be coined for this very purpose. To mistake the radicle of 
the embryo for the root, is common to all English botanists. 
The short sections upon classification and the examination 
and determination of plants, are full of practical wisdom. 
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VILMOEIN^S IMPROVEMENT OF CULTIVATED 
PLANTS. 

This Yery interesting pampLlet ^ is a collection and reprint 
of several of Louis Vilmorin’s important communications to 
the Central Agricultural Society of France and to the Acad¬ 
emy of Sciences: to which is prefixed a French translation 
of a memoir upon the Amelioration of the TVild Carrot, con¬ 
tributed by his venerable father to the Transactions of the 
London Horticultural Society (but not before published in 
the vernacular of the author), which memoir, as the younger 
Vilmorin informs us, was the point of departure for his own 
investigations in this field, and even contains the germ of 
most of the ideas which he has since developed upon the the¬ 
ory of the amelioration of the plants from the seed. These 
papers claim the attention of the philosophical naturalist, no 
less than of the practical horticulturalist. 

Most of our esculents are deviations from the natural state 
of the species, which have arisen under the care and labor of 
man in very early times. New varieties of these cultivated 
races are originated almost every year, indeed; but between 
these particular varieties, the differences, however well 
marked, are not to be compared for importance with those 
changes which the wild plant has generally undergone in 
assuming the esculent state. In this amelioration or altera¬ 
tion, as in other cases, dest la ‘premiere pas qui coute. For 
the altered race, once originated, has more stability than the 
wild stock; it accordingly tends not only to degenerate (as 
the cultivator would term it) towards its original and less 
useful state, but also to sport into new deviations, in various 
directions, with a freedom and facility not manifested by its 
wild ancestors. This explains the readiness with which we 
continually obtain new varieties of those esculent plants which 
have been a long time in cultivation, while a newly-introduced 

^ Notice sur VAmelioration des Plantes par le Semis et Considerations 
sur VHerediU dans les Vegetaux. Par M. Louis Vilmorin. Paris, 1859. 
(American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxvii. 440.) 
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plant exhibits little flexibility. To detect the earliest indica¬ 
tions of sporting, and to seleet for the parents of the new race 
those iiulivithnds which begin to vary in the reepdsito direc¬ 
tion, is liie part of the scientifie cultivator. In this way, the 
elder Vilniorin rikhhhhUhI in producing the esculent carrot 
from the wih! stock in the course of three generations, — no 
mlditiou to our resoureeH, indeed, but signifleant of what may 
Iw^ dime by art directed by science. By adopting and skill- 
fully applying them^ principles, the younger Vilmorin has eon- 
ferrcfl a kmefit u|Hm France whicln (if she will continue to 
make sugar from the beet) may almost be compared with that 
of causing two blades of grass to gn>w where only one grew 
iRffore, liaviiig, so to say, created a race of beets containing 
Iwit?© m much sugar as their ancestors, and indicated the 
praetieahtlity of ite |)er|H3tuation, The mode of procedure, 
and the ingenious methods he contrived for rapidly selecting 
tli 0 most simcliarine out of a whole crop of beets, as seed-bear¬ 
ers for the next season, art^ detailed in these papera. 

OiK’i! origiiiatcKi, ami estahlished by selection and segrega¬ 
tion for a few gtsneraiions, the race lieoomes fixed and per- 
p’iuahle in <niltivation, witli pro|wr care against intermixture, 
in virtue of the most fundamental of organic laws, namely, 
that t!io offspring shall iidierit the characteristics of the 
piirimb — of which law that of the gent‘ral permanence of 
S|HH*ies is one of the e^msecpiences. The desideratum in the 
prcMiuction of a nu*s is, how to initiate tlie deviation. The 
divfdlerit force, or iditmynerasy, the source of that infinite 
variety in unity which characterizes the works of the Creator,’’ 
though iwer ai*tive in all organisms, is commonly limited in its 
prac!t*cal results to the prcKhiction of tliose slighter differences 
which etiiiiire that no two descexulants of the same parent 
•hall Imi jiwt alike, lK*ing overlmme by that opposite or oentri- 
pelal fore©, whatever it l>e, which ensures the particular re- 
fdmWanoo of offspring to parents. Now the latter force, as 
Mr* Louii Vilmorin lias well remarked, is really an aggrega¬ 
tion of forws,<^mpwe<l of the individual attraction of a series 
of ftn«»fcors, which we may regard as the attraction of the 
^p© of the species, and which we perceive is generally all- 
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powerful. There is also the attraction or influence of the im¬ 
mediate parent, less powerful than the aggregate of the ances¬ 
try, but more close, which ever tends to impress upon the off¬ 
spring all the parental peculiarities. So, when the parent has 
no salient individual characteristics, both the longer and the 
shorter lines of force are parallel, and combine to produce the 
same result. . But whenever the immediate parent deviates 
from the type, its influence upon its offsj)ring is no longer 
parallel with that of the ancestry; so the tendency of the off¬ 
spring to vary no longer radiates around the type of the 
species as a centre, but around some point upon the line which 
represents the amount of its deviation from the type. Left 
to themselves, as Mr. Vilmorin proceeds to remark, such varie¬ 
ties mostly perish in the vast number of individuals which 
annually disappear, — or else, we may add, are obliterated in 
the next generation through cross-fertilization by pollen of the 
surrounding individuals of the typical sort, — whence results 
the general fixity of species in Nature. But under man’s 
protecting care they are preserved and multiplied, perhaps 
still further modified, and the better sorts fixed by selection 
and segregation. 

Keeping these principles in view, Mr. Vilmorin concluded 
that, in order to obtain varieties of any particular sort, his 
first endeavor should be to elicit variation in any direction 
whatever; that is, he selected his seed simply from those in- 
dividuals which differed most from the type of the species, 
however unlike the state it was desired to originate. Repeat¬ 
ing this in the second, third, and the succeeding generations, 
the resulting plants were found to have a tendency to vary 
widely, as was anticipated; being loosed, as it were, from the 
ancestral influence, which no longer acted upon a straight 
and continuous line, but upon one broken and interrupted 
by the opposing action of the immediate parents and grand¬ 
parents. Thus confused by the contrariety of its inherited 
tendencies, it is the more free to sport in various ways; and 
we have only to select those variations which manifest the 
qualities desired, as the progenitors of the new race, and to 
develop and fix the product by selection upon the same prin¬ 
ciple continued for several generations. 



112 


REVIEWS. 


It is in this way that Mr. Vilmorin supposes cross-fertiliza¬ 
tion to operate in the production of new varieties ; and even 
in the crossing of two distinct species, the result, he thinks, is 
rarely, if ever, the production of a fertile hybrid, but of an 
offspring which, thus powerfully impressed by the strange 
fertilization and rendered productive by the pollen of its own 
female parent, is then most likely to give origin to a new race. 

We cannot follow out this interesting but rather recondite 
subject in a brief article like this. But we are naturally led 
to inquire whether the history of those plants with which man 
has had most to do, and the study of the laws which regulate 
the production and perpetuation of domesticated races, may 
not throw some light upon the production of varieties in Na¬ 
ture ; and whether races may not have naturally originated, 
occasionally, under circumstances equivalent to artificial selec¬ 
tion and segregation. Some recent attempts which have been 
made in this direction we may hope to notice upon another 
occasion. 


THE BUFFALO-GRASS. 

The Buffalo-Grass,^ so abundant and so widely diffused 
over the broad, arid region which separates our Pacific from 
our Atlantic possessions, is one of the humblest plants of its 
order, rising only a few inches above the surface of the soil; 
but at the same time it is one of the most important and use¬ 
ful, since it forms the principal subsistence of the buffalo for 
a part of the year, and no less so of the cattle of the emigrant. 
The botanical history of this little grass, now happily com¬ 
pleted by Dr. Engelmann, is remarkable. Nuttall first named 
and described it nearly thirty years ago; and, while he re¬ 
ferred it to Sesleria, suspected it to be sui generiSj and threw 

^ Tivo new Genera of Dioecious Grasses of the United States. By George 
Engelmann, M. D. Extr. from the Transactions of the Academy of Nat¬ 
ural Sciences of St. Louis, i. p. 431; with three plates. 1859. (American 
Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxviii. 439.) 
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out a happy conjecture as to its natural relationship. Torrey 
jfigured it twelve years ago, and also announced its affinity to 
the Chloridece; he at the same time discovered its dioecious 
character, and showed that only the male plant was known. 
At length Dr. Engelmann has detected the female plant in 
a rather rare grass, the Anihephora axilliflora of Steudel, 
which is so unlike the common Buffalo-Grass that it naturally 
had been referred to a widely different tribe. Struck by the 
similarity of their foliage and stoloniferous growth, as they 
occurred together in a collection made by his brother, Dr. 
Engelmann shrewdly suspected the relationship, and finally 
set the question at rest by finding a male Buffalo-Grass which 
happened to bear a stalk of female flowers from the same root- 
stock ; and these flowers were those of the so-called Anthe- 
phora. So different are the two that nothing short of this 
ocular proof would have been convincing. It hardly need be 
said that the male plant is not a Sesleria, nor the female an 
Anthephora; although they severally resemble these genera, 
or at least the female spikelets have a very great external re¬ 
semblance to the Paniceous genus Anthephora. So that Dr. 
Engelmann, having to characterize this new generic type, very 
naturally named it Buchloe (shorter and more euphonious 
than Bubalochloe), L e. Buffalo-Grass; and.he retained the 
specific appellation of Dactyloides, although the male plant 
is not much like a Dactylis, and the female wholly unlike. 
Very glad we are to see the genus established under so ap¬ 
propriate a name, — the more so as it has narrowly escaped a 
different fate. That is to say, two inchoate attempts seem to 
have been made to found a genus upon the male sex. Eirst, 
in Sir William Hooker’s enumeration of the plants of Geyer’s 
western collection we find “ Calanthera dactyloides, Kth. — 
Nutt. Sesleria, Nutt. Gen. i. p. 65.” But neither Kunth nor 
any other author has described a genus Calanthera. We have 
a suspicion that the ‘‘ Kth.’^ is a slip of the pen, and that the 
name is really Nuttall’s, given by him to a specimen in the 
Hookerian herbarium. ' But if this be so, the manuscript 
name (which, moreover, is destitute of any particular signifi¬ 
cance) can by no means now supersede Engelmann’s published 


property of 




114 


REVIEWS. 


one ; tlioiigli we might have bean constrainoil by eonrtesy to 
adopt it, if this suspicion had occurred to him, and ha had 
been able to confirm it Again, in the mrvmtmm at the 
close of the “Tlantm Hartwegiame,” Mr. Bentimm applies the 
natne of Lasiosteffa humilhy Kupprecdit (ineiL)to No. 
250, which he had before called a Triwlia. Thu pliint is im- 
doubtedly a male Buffalo-Ch-ass. But no genus Lasiostega is 
found to be published, nor has this name any appropriateness 
as applied to the idant in question. 

It is curious to remark that the male plant, Iwing more 
proliferous by stolons than the female, has nearly displaced 
the latter, or has (so far as known) attained a widi»r geo- 
graphical range as well as a far greater abtuidan<*i?. Prob¬ 
ably, in accordance with a general law, the t4*ndenay to bar¬ 
renness from seed which accompanies <*opious multipIie4itiou 
by offshoots, has also assisted in the i>r<Hltuition of tliis re¬ 
sult, — a state of things quite contrary to the genius of that 
polygamous community winch has effected a loilgttient in 
the region of Buffalo-Grass. 

Dr. Engelrnann’s second genus, Monanthoehloe, is founded 
upon a singular, exceedingly stoloniferous, littoral gnm with 
leaves scarcely half an inch long, with stditary sessilt* spike- 
lets, which has long been known to micur on the cojist of 
Texas and Florida (collected by lierlandier, Driuninond, and 
Blodgett), but has never been studied until now. In fact, 
it has been thought to be something abnormal, on ac<!ount of 
its showing Jis its most interesting feature, a regular tmnsitiou 
from the foliage to the paleie of the flowers. Dr. Kngelinann 
notes that the glumes are wanting (perhaps represented by 
ordinary leaves of the axis of whiesh the ipikelet is a direct 
continuation), the uppermost leaf representing the lowest 
palea of the spikelet. The latter consists of from tliroo to 
five flowers, of which the lowest flower and Bometimos the 
next are neutral or rudimentary, from one to three succeed¬ 
ing ones are staminiferous or pistilliftirous, according to the 
sex, and the uppermost is also reduced to a rudiment. In 
the hands of agrostologists such a grass as this will be likely 
further to elucidate the floral structure of the order, the 
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theory of which is by no means settled yet. Dr. Engel- 
mann’s three excellent plates, displaying all the details of 
the flowers, will facilitate this investigation. 

The youthful Academy of Natural Sciences of St. Louis 
is well inaugurating its public career by publications of such 
character as this paper, and the more elaborate ‘‘Mono¬ 
graph of Cuscuta ” by the same author, which is now in press- 


THE TREES OF NORTH CAROLINA. 

We have turned over the pages of this popular exposition^ 
with much interest, and gleaned some valuable information. 
“ Botanists will of course find fault with it,” says the author, 
who we well know could write scientifically and profoundly 
enough, if he so pleased, but who has here come down to the 
level of his most unlearned readers, discoursed separately of 
trees, shrubs, and vines, and classified these in a fashion which 
might well shock the susceptibilities of a stickler for tech¬ 
nical nomenclature and natural system in botany. Now, we 
are not shocked at all; indeed we quite enjoy a glimpse of 
Flora en deshabille and slip-shod, and are well aware how 
much easier it is, and how much better in such cases, to fit 
your book to its proper readers than to fit the readers to it. 
The fault we should find is not with the plan of this Report 
but with the quantity. We could wish for more of it, for a 
volume as large at least as Mr. Emerson’s Report on the 
Trees and Shrubs of Massachusetts. We quite like to see 
the popular names put foremost, but would suggest that the 
botanist who does this should lead as well as follow the in¬ 
digenous nomenclature, so far as to correct absurd or in¬ 
congruous local names and introduce right or fitting ones as 
far as practicable. For instance, “ Virgin’s Bower” is not a 
proper name for Wistariafrutescens^ and is rightly applied to 

1 Geological and Natural History Survey of North Carolina. Part III. 
Botany. The Woody Plants of North Carolina. By M. A. Curtis. Raleigh* 
1860. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxx. 275.) 
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T irginiana over the leaf. (We venture to add, in 
C- I iorna to the list, having gathered it in Ashe 
t tiuiiiy.) And although the people alongshore callBaccha- 
tu hy thi» name of the English annual weed, “ Groundsel,” it 
wrn* to write it Groundsel-tree.” “ Yellow-wood ” is 
ih*' uiituv of (’ladrastis, rather than of Syinplocos, which the 
i aruliiu:ins call Ilorse-Sugar,” Dr. Curtis can coin a name 
tHH-a.sidu ; for surely nobody in Carolina knows Men- 
as False Heath, nor has it any scientific 
rlaim to this appellation. While in critical mood we may 
u Htroiig cUssent from the proposition that Shodo- 
ilrudrun puHvtatmn is too inferior to the other two species 
** Ui littriict or deserve much attention.” With us, it is sur- 
paiiitiitgly lH?autiful in cultivation, none the less so because 
iln Imliit is so different, having light and pendent branches, 
wliifii well grt>wn forming broad and thick masses, and loaded 
wiili its haiulsomo rose-colored blossoms. While Leucothoe 
CnirnInti is called very pretty shrub,” the far hand- 
mifiirr A ndrmneda Jlonhnnda^^o much prized by our nursery- 
tiirii, gi’Ui no commendation. Magnolia Fmseri may not only 
Im’ ** fidtivutcd in the open air near Philadelphia,” but is 
jn’rffi ilv hardy near Boston, and the earliest to blossom; but 
nvwr noticed the fragx*ance of the flowers. On the other 
Iminh m it h a native ho far south as Florida, it might thrive 
ill jihiiitationH imywhcro in North Carolina. The flowers of 
J/. eurdaitt are deHcribed as if larger than those of 3£ Fra- 
mrl, iimtciid of the contrary; we could hardly say much for 
tliinr kiauty, except in comparison to those of the common 
Ciictiiiilii?r4n*e. Prunus Virginiana is omitted; yet surely 
|| ill init wanting in North Carolina. And it is almost an 
mM€mm of cormcientiousness to leave out Cladrastis, the hand- 
mmmt tn?e of the country, all things considered, when it is 
kmiwii lo grow only a few rods over the Tennessee line. 

On the other hand, we are disposed to doubt if the gen- 
ttin® White Spruce (AUes alhd) occurs in North Carolina. 
At we know this tree, but only in Canada and parts 

lalJiiMnt It is more, instead of less, northern in its range 
l ljuyi A. nigta* But since President Wheeler has pretty 
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nearly determined the existence of A.* Fraseri on the Green 
Mountains in Vermont, we could not deny that A, alba grows 
with the latter on the high mountains of North Carolina. 
We make our little criticism freely, — as we know the ex¬ 
cellent author would wish, — for we think it likely that this 
part of the Eeport will pass to a second edition, — when we 
hope it will he largely augmented. 


BENTHAM’S FLORA OF HONGKONG. 

The present work^ is the third of the series of British 
Colonial Floras, upon a new and simple plan, compact in 
form, written in English throughout, authorized and supported 
by the British Government. The Colonial department pays 
a very moderate recompense to the authors, and turns the 
work over to a publisher upon such terms as to render the 
volume generally accessible to working botanists and colonists. 
This is a much wiser as well as vastly more economical plan 
of government patronage to scientific publication than that 
adopted in this country, one which secures that the publications 
are just what is wanted and that they reach the hands which 
are to use them, and not others, — one which, when our pres¬ 
ent task is done and we again cultivate the arts of peace, we 
might profitably adopt. The present work is by a master- 
hand ; for Mr. Bentham is one of the most experienced, in¬ 
dustrious, and judicious of systematic botanists. The island 
of Hongkong has an area of scarcely thirty square miles, its 
general aspect is bleak and barren ; yet it has already yielded 
about a thousand phsenogamous species. “ At a first glance,’’ 
as the author observes, one is struck with the very large 
total amount of species crowded upon so small an island, 
which aU navigators depict as apparently so bleak and bare; 

1 Flora Honglcongensis ; a Description of the Flowering Plants and 
Ferns of the Island of Hongkong, by George Bentham. With a Map 
of the Island. Published under the Authority of Her Majesty’s Secre¬ 
tary of State for the Colonies. London, 1861. (American Journal of 
Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxxii. 124.) 
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— with the tropical character of the great majority of species 
when botanists agree in representing the general aspect (de¬ 
rived from the majority of individuals) to present the fea¬ 
tures of a much more northern latitude; — with the large pro¬ 
portion of arborescent and shrubby species, on a rocky mass 
where the woods are limited to a few ravines, or short narrow 
valleys half monopolized by cultivation ; — and with the very 
great diversity in the species themselves, the proportion of 
orders and genera to species, and the comparative number of 
monotypic genera, being far greater in the Hongkong Flora 
than in any other Flora of similar extent known to me. The 
very large number of endemic species — of species known to 
us only from the island — is probably occasioned by cur igno¬ 
rance, already alluded to, of the vegetation of continental 
south China.’^ 

A fitting acknowledgment is given for the important con¬ 
tribution to this Flora furnished by the botanical collection 
(of above 600 species) made by Charles Wright, as botanist 
of the U. S. North Pacific Exploring Expedition under Cap- 
tains Ringgold and Rodgers, duplicates of which were ohlig- 
ingly and most properly furnished by direction of the Com- 
mandtu* and the enlightened Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution. 

In aid of the colonial botanists or amateurs who may use 
this Floni, the author has prefixed (with some minor altera¬ 
tions) the admirable brief outilmes of Botany and Glossary 
prepared for his popular British Flora. 

In these Outlines the subject is regarded, not from the mor¬ 
phological or tlie physiological, but from the descriptive point 
of view. It opens with a statement of the nature and design 
of a Flora, and of what a botanical description ought to be. 

** These descriptions should be clear, concise, accurate, and 
characteristic, so that each one should be readily adapted to 
the plant it relates to, and to no other; they should be as 
nearly as possible arranged under natural divisions, so as to 
facilitate the comparison of each plant with those nearest 
allied to it; and they should be accompanied by an artificial 
key or index, by means of which the student may be guided 
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step by step In the observation of sucb peculiarities, or char¬ 
acters, in bis plant as may lead bim, with the least delay, to 
the individual description belonging to it. 

“ For descriptions to be clear and readily intelligible, they 
should be expressed as much as possible in ordinary well- 
established language. But, for the purpose of accuracy, it is 
necessary not only to give a more precise technical meaning 
to many terms used more or less vaguely in common conver¬ 
sation, but also to introduce purely technical names for such 
parts of plants or forms as are of little importance except to 
the botanist. In the present chapter it is proposed to define 
such technical or technically limited terms as are made use of 
in these Floras. 

“ At the same time mathematical accuracy must not be ex¬ 
pected. The forms and appearances assumed by plants and 
their parts are infinite. Names cannot be invented for all; 
those even that have been proposed are too numerous for 
ordinary memories. Many are derived from supposed resem¬ 
blances to well-known forms and objects. These resemblances 
are differently appreciated by different persons; and the same 
term is not only differently applied by two different botanists, 
but it frequently happens that the same writer is led on differ¬ 
ent occasions to give somewhat different meanings to the same 
word. The botanist’s endeavors should always be, on the one 
hand to make as near an approach to precision as circum¬ 
stances wiU allow, and on the other hand to avoid that prolix¬ 
ity of detail and overloading with technical terms which tends 
rather to confusion than to clearness. In this he will be more 
or less successful. The aptness of a botanical description, 
like the beauty of a work of imagination, will always vary 
with the style and genius of the author.” 

These Outlines are throughout so well sketched, and so 
worthy to be regarded as of standard authority, that we must 
still venture a criticism or two, looking to their possible im¬ 
provement. 

In the first place, referring to paragraphs 8 and 88, we 
must dissent from the proposition that the subject of homol¬ 
ogy does not belong to ^''morphology in the proper sense of 
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the term;” — unless, indeed, morphology relates simply to 
form in the lowest sense, to mere shape, arbitrarily viewed, — 
which would belittle the subject down to mere terminology, 
and empty that of all scientific interest. If the comparison 
even of a ptu*foliato or clasping with a cordate leaf, or of 
membranaceous or coriaceous with thickened leaves, such as 
those of a 1 louseleek, a Mesembryanthemum, and an Aloe, 
falls within the province of morphology, surely so also must 
th(!t (Comparison of an ordinary hjaf with a cotyledon, with a 
bulh-Heal(c, a bud-H(cale, and no less with a sepal, a i)ctal, a 
earp(‘l, etc. In the latter we merely tra(*o morphological 
relations of the very same kind somewhat furtlun* and higher. 
The relation of a leaf as foliage to the scale of a bud, or to 
tlie thorn of a Barberry, is clearly of the same category as its 
relation to a sepal or a petal, — the latter, as we regard it, 
l>ringing in no new idea, and recpuring no new point of view. 

Next, Quincuncial imbrication is defined by Mr, l^ntham 
to be that arrangennmt in which one petal is outside, an ad¬ 
joining one wholly inside, the three others intei*mediato and 
overlai)ping on one side.” But why give this name to a mixed 
form, to that which is mexudy convolute mstivation deranged 
by one of tin* five pedals getting both edges under? And why 
ehang(i the uniform usage from Do Candolle’s “ Theorie Ele- 
montain*,” if not earlitM’, down to the presemt time, whicdi de- 
fin(*H the (piincuxieial mode as having two nuunhers exteriox*, 
two interior, and one with one edge overlapping its neighbor 
and the other overlapped; an arrangement which especially 
merits a distinguishing name, since it is the nonnal imbrication 
in a pentamorous perianth, answering as it does to two fifths 
phyllotaxis. So that current usage and reason tell against 
the innovation. 

In the third place, wo are ecjually inclined to demur to the 
proposed modifications of the sense of the terms periffi/nous 
and epigymus (paragraph 140), Mr. Bentham restricting the 
former to those cases in which the petals, etc., are adnate to 
a perfectly free calyx, as in the Cherrjs and applying the 
latter in cases where the calyx, equally bearing the petals, etc., 
is adnate even merely to the base of the ovary, if only the 
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adhesion reaches above the level of the insertion of the 
lowest ovule ; which would make most Saxifrages epigynous. 
Besides the etymological objections, and the inconvenience 
of a change, the new definitions seem to us to be at least as 
ambiguous as the old in practice; and it is not surprising 
that they are not uniformly adopted in the Hongkong Flora 
itself. 

Finally, as to paragraph 166, we are not much better satisfied 
with the definition that the radicle is the ‘‘ base of the future 
root,” than with the original statement that it is “ the future 
root.” To us nothing in botany is clearer, or more patent to 
observation during germination, than that while the radicle 
is, if you please, “the base of the future root” inasmuch as it 
is that from which the root proceeds, it is itself the first inter¬ 
node of the stem. This view, to which morphological considera¬ 
tions and observation of the development long since brought 
us, appears to be generally adopted by the French and Ger¬ 
man botanists, but not by the English. If the radicle univer¬ 
sally failed to elongate, as in Monocotyledons, and in the Pea, 
Oak and others with hypogseous germination, this organ might 
be deemed to be merely the base of the future root; but its 
more usual elongation, in the manner of any other internode, 
plainly reveals the cauline nature which analogy would also 
assign to it. 

The chapter on Vegetable Anatomy and Physiology is new, 
is very condensed, and considering that it deals with matters 
to which Mr. Bentham has never specially attended, is remark- 
ably good and accurate. We merely observe in passing, of 
paragraphs 195, 197, that the distinction between exogenous 
and endogenous stems is as obvious during the first season, 
and even at its beginning, as ever afterward, and it is then 
that the purely systematic botanist will more commonly have 
occasion to examine the structure in this regard; of § 198^, that 
“ the liber or inner bark ” is by no means always “ formed of 
bast cells; ” of § 200, that we cannot accept the statement 
that “ in the leaf the structure of the petioles and principal 
ribs or veins is the same as that of the young branches of 
which they are ramifications,” at least in any sense in which 
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the sentence would be understood by the learner. Paragraph 
207, that roots grow in length at the extremities, “ in propor¬ 
tion as they find the requisite nutriment,” might imply the 
popular fallacy that they grow directly by means of what they 
take in from the soil, which surely they do not, unless they 
live in the manner of FivngL To say that the starch, etc. in 
a tuber or in a seed “ appears to be a store of nourishment ” 
for the early growth of the buds or the embryo, is a remark¬ 
ably over-cautious statement (liow could tlieso grow without 
some store of elaborated matter to feed upon ?) ; nor does the 
consideration that similar accumulations in the pericarps of 
many fruits “ perish long before germination,” and so do not 
nourish the embryo, afford to us any presumption to the con¬ 
trary, even if we could not conceive — as we readily can — of 
other final causes, some of them important to the continuance 
of the species thereby subserved. 

The fourth chapter, on the Collection, Preservation, and 
Determination of Plants, and upon Aberrations from the 
ordinary typo or appearance, is most excellent. 


DR. HOOKER’S DISTRIBUTION OP ARCTIC PLANTS. 

The immediate subjects of the treatise ^ are the Arctic 
plants, of every phainogamous species known to occur spon¬ 
taneously anywhere within the Arctic circle ; the geographical 
distribution of which, so far as known, is carefully indicated: 
1. Within the Arctic region, under the several divisions — 
Europe, Asia, western America (Behring’s Straits to the 
Mackenzie River), eastern America (Mackenzie River to Baf¬ 
fin’s Bay), and arctic Greenland. 2. Without this circle, and 
under the general divisions of north and central European and 
north Asiatic Distribution, with three longitudinal subdivi¬ 
sions ; American Distribution, with appropriate subdivisions; 

^ Outlines of the Distribution of Arctic Plants. By Joseph D. Hooker. 
Extr. Transactions Linncean Society y of London. Vol. xxiii. pp. 251-348. 
1861. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxxiv. 144.) 
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south European and African Distribution; central and south 
Asiatic Distribution. The theory upon which the facts are 
collocated and discussed, and which they are thought strongly 
to confirm, is that of Edward Forbes, which was completed, 
if not indeed originated, by Darwin : — ‘‘ first, that the exist¬ 
ing Scandinavian flora is of great antiquity, and that pre¬ 
vious to the glacial epoch it was more uniformly distributed 
over the Polar Zone than it is now; secondly, that during 
the advent of the glacial period this Scandinavian vegetation 
was driven southward in every longitude, and even across the 
tropics into the south temperate zone; and that, on the suc¬ 
ceeding warmth of the present epoch, those species that sur¬ 
vived both ascended the mountains of the warmer zones, and 
also returned northward, accompanied by aborigines of the 
countries they had invaded during their southern migration. 
Mr. Darwin shows how aptly such an explanation meets the 
difficulty of accounting for the restriction of so many Ameri¬ 
can and Asiatic arctic types to their own peculiar longi¬ 
tudinal zones, and for what is a far greater difficulty, the 
representation of the same arctic genera by closely allied 
species in different longitudes. . . . Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis 
accounts for many varieties of one plant being found in va¬ 
rious alpine and arctic regions of the globe, by the competi¬ 
tion into which their common ancestor was brought with the 
aborigines of the countries it invaded. Different races sur¬ 
vived the struggle for life in different longitudes ; and these 
races again, afterwards converging on the zone from which 
their ancestor started, present there a plexus of closely allied 
but more or less distinct varieties, or even species, whose 
geographical limits overlap, and whose members, very prob¬ 
ably, occasionally breed together.” A further advantage 
claimed for this hypothesis is, that it explains a fact brought 
out by Dr. Hooker in a former publication, namely: “ that 
the Scandinavian flora is present in every latitude of the 
globe, and is the only one that is so.” 

Moreover, Dr. Hooker discovers in the flora of Greenland a 
state of things explicable upon this hypothesis, but hardly by 
any other, namely: its almost complete identity with that of 
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Lapland; its general paucity, as weU as its poverty in pecul¬ 
iar species; the rarity of American species there; the few¬ 
ness of temperate plants in temperate Greenland; and the 
presence of a few of the rarest Greenland and Scandinavian 
species in enormously remote alpine localities of west America 
and the United States. Our author reasons thus: If it be 
granted that the polar area was once occupied by the Scandi¬ 
navian flora,, and that the cold of the glacial epoch did drive 
this vegetation southwards, it is evident that the Greenland 
individuals, from being confined to a peninsula, would have 
been exposed to very different conditions from those of the 
great continents. In Greenland many species would, as it 
were, be driven into the sea, that is, exterminated ; and the 
survivors would be confined to the southern portion of the 
peninsula, and, not being there brought into competition with 
other types, there could bo no struggle for life amongst their 
progeny, and, consequently, no selection of better adapted 
varieties. On the return of heat, survivors would simply 
travel northwards, unaccompanied by the plants of any other 
country.” 

The rustic denizens of Greenland, huddled upon the point 
of the peninsula during the long glacial cold, have never en¬ 
joyed the advantages of foreign travel; those of the adjacent 
continents on either side have ‘‘seen the world,” and gained 
much improvement and diversity thereby. Considering the 
present frigid climate of Greenland, the isotherm of 32*^ just 
impinging upon its southern point, its moderate summer and 
low autumnal temperature, we should rather have supposed 
the complete extermination of the Greenland ante-glacial 
flora; and have referred the Scandinavian character of the 
existing flora (all but eleven of the 207 arctic species, and 
almost all those of temperate Greenland, being European 
plants) directly to subsequent immigration from the eastern 
continent. Several geographical considerations, and the course 
of the currents, which Dr. Hooker brings to view on p. 270, 
would go far towards explaining why Greenland should have 
been re-peopled from the Old rather than from the New 
World; while the list (on pp. 272, 273) of upwards of 230 
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Arctic-Europeau species, wMcli are all likewise American 
plants, but are remarkable for their absence from Greenland, 
would indicate no small difficulty in the westward migration, 
and render it most probable that the diffusion of species from 
the Old World to the New was eastward through Asia, for 
the arctic no less than (as has elsewhere been shown) for the 
temperate plants. Was it that Greenland and the adjacent 
part of the American continent remained glacial longer than 
the rest of the zone ? And if our northern regions were thus 
colonized by an ancient Scandinavian flora, this seems to 
have been in return for a still earlier donation of American 
plants to Europe, to which a very few existing but numerous 
fossil remains bear testimony. Speculative inquiries of this 
sort are enticing, and the time is approaching in which they 
may be fruitful. 

Indeed, the characteristic features and the immediate in¬ 
terest and importance of the present memoir, as of others 
of the same general scope and interest, are found in this: 
1. That the actual geographical distribution of species is 
something to be accounted for; 2. That our existing species, 
or their originals, are far more ancient than was formerly 
thought, mainly if not wholly antedating the glacial period; 
and, 3. That they have therefore been subject to grave climatic 
vicissitudes and changes. There may be many naturalists 
who still hesitate to accept these propositions, as there are 
one or two who deny them; but these or similar conclusions 
have evidently been reached by those botanists, paleontolo¬ 
gists, and geologists in general who have most turned their 
thoughts to such inquiries, and who march foremost in the 
advancing movement of these sciences. In this position, the 
author of the present memoir, — prepossessed with Darwin’s 
theory of the diversification of species through natural selec¬ 
tion, — having occasion to revise systematically the materials 
of the arctic flora, is naturally led to compare the new theory 
with the facts of the case in this regard ; to see how far the 
vicissitudes to which it is all but demonstrated that the plants 
of the northern hemisphere have long been subjected, and 
the modifications and extinctions which he thinks must have 
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ensued under such grave changes and perils, during such lapse 
of time, may serve to explain the actual distribution of arctic 
species and the remarkable dispersion of many of them. That 
the enquiry is a legitimate and a hopeful one we must all agree, 
whether we favor Darwinian hypotheses or not. IIow well it 
works in the present trial we could not venture to pronounce 
without a far more critical examination than could now be 
undertaken. But there are good reasons for the opinion that 
this is just the ground upon which the elements of the new 
hypothesis figure to the best advantage. 

The mass of facts, so patiently and skillfully collected and 
digested in this essay, have a high and positive value, irre¬ 
spective of all theoretical views. Wo cannot undertake to 
offer an abstract, but may note here and there a point of in¬ 
terest. The flowering plants which have been collected 
within the arctic circle number 762, namely, 214 Monocoty¬ 
ledons and 548 Dicotyledons. They occupy a circumpolar 
belt of 10® to 14® of latitude. The only abrupt change in 
the vegetation anywhere along this belt is at Baffin’s Bay, 
the opposite shores of which present, as has been already in¬ 
timated, an almost purely European flora on the east coast, 
but a large admixture of purely American species on the 
west. 

“ Eegarded as a whole, the arctic flora is decidedly Scan¬ 
dinavian ; for Arctic Scandinavia, or Lapland, though a very 
small tract of land, contains by far the richest arctic flora, 
amounting to three fourths of the whole.” This would not 
be very surprising, since this is much the least frigid por¬ 
tion of the zone, and has the highest summer temperature; 
but “ upwards of three-fifths of the species, and almost all 
the genera of Arctic Asia and America, are likewise Lap- 
ponian; ” so that the Scandinavian character pervades the 
whole. 

In the section on the local distribution of plants within the 
arctic circle, Dr. Hooker shows that there is no close relation 
discoverable between the isothermal lines (whether annual or 
monthly) and the amount of vegetation, beyond the general fact 
that the scantiness of the Siberian flora is associated with a 
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y:reat soutliern bend in Asia, and its richness in Lapland, with 
equally great northern bend there, of the annual isotherm 
^^ 82"^. Yet “ the same isotherm bends northwards in passing 
eastern America to Greenland, the vegetation of which 
the scantier of the two; and it passed to the northward of 
V^^land, which is much poorer in species than those parts of 
::^apland to the southward of which it passes.” A glance at 
supposed former state of things would suggest the ex¬ 
planation of all that is anomalous here. 

^ ‘‘ The June isothermals, as indicating the most effective 
^^mperatures in the arctic regions (when all vegetation is 
^^rpid for nine months, and excessively stimulated during the 
^t^ree others), might have been expected to indicate better the 
positions of the most luxuriant vegetation. But neither is 
the case; for the June isothermal of 41°, which lies 
^ithin the arctic zone in Asia, where the vegetation is scanty 
the extreme, descends to lat. 54° in the meridian of Behr- 
Straits, where the flora is comparatively luxuriant.” The 
^ 3 :*idity of the former and the humidity of the latter district 
jj^re offers an obvious explanation ; also the great severity of 
winter in the former, and its mildness in the latter. And 
Britain, in which a far greater diversity of species are 
£ 3 ^pable of surviving without protection than in the eastern 
XT^aited States under the same annual isotherms, indicates the 
-^clvantage of a mean over an extreme climate in this respect, 
if only there be a certain amount of summer heat. For lack 
of that, doubtless, very many of the introduced denizens of 
3Britain would soon disappear, if deprived of human care. 

The northern limit to which vegetation extends varies in 
o very longitude; the extreme is still unknown; it may, in¬ 
deed, reach to the pole itself. Phsenogamic plants, however, 
probably nowhere found far north of lat. 81°. Seventy 
flowering plants are found in Spitzbergen; and Sabine and 
ii^oss collected nine on Walden Island, towards its northern 
^^treme, but none on Boss’s Islet, fifteen miles further to the 
^orth. 

Saxifraga oppositifolia is probably the most ubiquitous, 
m^y be considered the commonest and most arctic flower- 
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ing plant.’’ Tliere are only eight or nine pliaanogamous 
species peculiar to the arctic zone, and only one peculiar 
genus, namely, the grass Pleuropogon.^ Of the 762 found 
south of the circle, all but 150 have advanced beyond lat. 40"^ 
N. in some part of the world; about 50 of them are identified 
as natives of the mountainous regions of the tropics, and 105 
as inhabiting the south temperate zone. 

The proportion of species which have migrated southward 
in the Old and New World also bear a fair relation to the 
facilities for migration presented by the different continents.” 
The tables given to illustrate this present in a very striking 
point of view the fact of the Scandinavian flora being the 
most widely distributed over the world. The Mediterran(‘an, 
south African, Malayan, Australian, and all the floras of the 
New World, have narrow ranges compared with the Scandi¬ 
navian, and none of them form a prominent feature in any 
other continent than their own. But the Scandinavian not 
only girdles the globe in the arctic circle, and dominates over 
all others in the north temperate zone of the Old World, 
but intrudes conspicuously into every other temperate flora, 
whether in the northern or southern hemisphere, or on the 
Al 2 :)s of tropical countries. ... In one respect this migration 
is most direct in the American meridian, where more arctic 
species reach the highest southern latitudes. This I have 
accounted for (‘ Flora Antarctica,’ p. 230) by the continuous 
chain of the Andes having favored their southern dispersion.” 

In presenting the actual number of arctic siiecies, and in 
delineating their geographical ranges, the question, what are 
to be regarded as species, becomes idl-important. As to this, 
it does not so much matter what scale is adopted, as to know 
clearly what the adopted scale is. Here wo are not left in 

1 Douglasia is mentioned in another place (p. 260) as an absolutely pe¬ 
culiar arctic or arctic-alpine genus of easterxi America. But we have con¬ 
sidered this genus as identical with Gregoria, of Duby. It would appear 
as if these two genera wore established in the same year, since Lindley 
himself, in the Botanical Eegistcr,’^ refers to Brando’s Journal for Jan¬ 
uary, 1828, for his original article. But this article will ho found in the 
volume of that Journal for 1827 ; so that the name Douglasia is to be 
adopted, if the genus is sufficiently distinct from Androsace. 
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doubt. Taking European botanists by number, we are confi¬ 
dent that nine out of ten would have enlarged the list of 762 
phsenogamous arctic species to 800 or more, and would not 
have recognized a goodly number of the synonyms adduced, 
thereby considerably affecting the assigned ranges, especially 
into temperate and austral latitudes. In this regard we 
should side with Dr. Hooker on the whole, but with differ¬ 
ences and with questionings—with halting steps following his 
bold and free movement, but probably arriving at the same 
goal at length. Indeed, we freely receive the view which Dr. 
Hooker presents as appropriate to his particular purpose, and 
as the most useful expression of our knowledge of the rela¬ 
tionships of the plants in question, when collocated in refer¬ 
ence to the ideas upon which this memoir is based. That is: 

if, with many botanists, we consider these closely allied va¬ 
rieties and species as derived by variation and natural selec¬ 
tion from one parent form at a comparatively modern epoch, 
we may with advantage, for certain purposes, regard the 
aggregate distribution of such very closely allied species as 
that of one plant.” “An empirical grouping of allied plants, 
for the purposes of distribution, may thus lead to a practical 
solution of difficulties in the classification and synonymy of 
species. My thus grouping names must not be regarded as 
a committal of myself to the opinion that the plants thus 
grouped are not to be held as distinct species. . . . My main 
object is to show the affinities of the polar plants, and I can 
best do this by keeping the specific idea comprehensive.” And 
further: “ I wish it then to be clearly understood, that the 
catalogue here appended is intended to include every species 
hitherto found within the arctic circle, together with those 
most closely allied forms which I believe to have branched off 
from one common parent within a comparatively recent geo¬ 
logical epoch, and that immediately previous to the glacial 
period or since then” (p. 279). All we could ask more 
would be some distinction (typographical or other), to mark, 
1, undoubted and complete synonyms; 2, mere variations or 
states, local or otherwise, or undoubted varieties; 3, such as, 
theory apart, would claim to be regarded as distinct but 
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closely related species. For example: to take one order, 
while BMnanthns minor may well be considered as “ not a 
sufficiently constant form to rank as a race cveii/Vhile Limo- 
sella temdfolia could rank for no more than a race, and while 
Castilleia septentrionalis and 01 pallida^ we are now con¬ 
vinced, however distinct in this single character, differ only 
(and inconstantly) in the relative development of the galea, 
we think it likely that Pediwlaris lanataj Willd., does not 
rightfully merge in P. liirsufa this side of the glacial period, 
although it perhaps may into P. .Lanffsdorffn, and that into 
P. jSudetica. But this is no place for criticisms upon the 
limitation of species, upon which the opinions of botanists will 
so greatly depend upon the amount of their materials, and 
upon which the best considered opinions must be subject to 
frequent revisal. Nor does the value of the i)re8eut memoir 
at all depend upon the settlement of such points. To the 
philosophical naturalist, as to the archajologist, just now the 
most interesting and pregnant epoch of the world’s natural 
history is that immediately antecedent to the present, that 
near past from which the present has proceeded, and upon 
which so much light, from very diverse sources, is now being 
concentrated: towards its elucidation the memoir wo have 
been considering is a very valuable contribution. 


ALPHONSE DE CANDOLLE ON THE VARIATION 
AND DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIES. 

This is the title of a paper ^ by Monsieur Do Candolle grow¬ 
ing out of his study of the Oaks. It was published in the 
November number of the Bibliothfiquo Universollo,” and 
separately issued as a pamphlet. A less inspiring task could 
hardly be assigned to a botanist than the systematic elabora¬ 
tion of the genus Quercus and its allies. The vast materials 
assembled under De Candolle’s hands, while disheartening 

^ Etude $ur rEBpece, a Voccasion d^une Revision de la FamUle des 
lifers. Pax M. Alphonse De Candolle. (American Journal of Science 
and Arts, 2 ser., xxxv. 431.) 
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for tlieir bulk, offered small hope of novelty. The subject 
gvas both extremely trite and extremely difficult. Happily it 
occurred to De Candolle that an interest might be imparted 
'0 an onerous undertaking, and a work of necessity be turned 
;o good account for science, by studying the Oaks in view of 
jhe question of Species. 

What this term Species means, or should mean, in natural 
history, what the limits of species, inter se or chronologically, 
yt in geographical distribution, their modifications, actual or 
orobable, their origin, and their destiny, — these are ques- 
;;ions which surge up from time to time ; and now and then in 
jhe progress of science they come to assume a new and hope- 
:ul interest. Botany and Zoology, Geology, and what our 
j,uthor, feeling the want of a new term, proposes to name 
‘Ejpiontology} all lead up to and converge into this class of 
j^uestions, while recent theories shape and point the discus¬ 
sion. So we look with eager interest to see what light the 
study of Oaks, by a very careful, experienced, and conserva- 
jive botanist, particularly conversant with the geographical 
•elation of plants, may throw upon the subject. 

The course of investigation in this instance does not differ 
•rom that ordinarily pursued by working botanists; nor, in- 
leed, are the theoretical conclusions other than those to which 
L similar study of other orders might not have equally led. 
Che Oaks afford a very good occasion for the discussion of 
l^uestions which press upon our attention, and perhaj)S they 
>ffer peculiarly good materials on account of the number of 
'ossil species. 

Preconceived notions about species being laid aside, the 

1 A name wMcli, at the close of his article, De Candolle proposes for 
he study of the succession of organized beings, to comprehend, therefore, 
■alseontology and everything included under what is called geographical 
otany and geographical zoology, —the whole forming a science parallel 
3 geology, — the latter devoted to the history of unorganized bodies, the 
Drmer, to that of organized beings, as respects origin, distribution, and 
accession. We are not satisfied with the word, notwithstanding the prece- 
ent of palceontology; since ontology, the science of being, has an estab- 
shed meaning as referring to mental existence, — i. c., is a synonym or 

department of metaphysics. 
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specimens in hand were distributed, according to their ob¬ 
vious resemblances, into groups of apparently identical or 
nearly identical forms, which were severally examined and 
compared. Where specimens were few, as from countries 
little explored, the work was easy, but the conclusions, as will 
be seen, of small value. The fewer the materials, the smaller 
the likelihood of forms intermediate between any two, and — 
what does not appear being treated upon the old law-maxim 
as non-existent — species are readily enough defined. Where, 
however, specimens abound, as in the case of the Oaks of Eu¬ 
rope, of the Orient, and of the United States, of which the 
specimens amounted to hundreds, collected at different ages, 
in varied localities, by botanists of all sorts of views and pre¬ 
dilections, — here alone were data fit to draw useful conclu¬ 
sions from. Here, as De Candolle remarks, he had every 
advantage, being furnished with materials more complete than 
any one person coxxld have procured from his own herboriza- 
tions, more varied than if he had observed a hundred times 
over the same forms in the same district, and more impartial 
than if they had all been amassed by one person with his own 
ideas or predispositions. So that vast herbaria, into which 
contributions from every source have flowed for years, furnish 
the best possible data—at least are far bettor than any prac¬ 
ticable amount of personal herborization — for the compara¬ 
tive study of related forms occurring over wide tracts of terri¬ 
tory. But as the materials increase, so do the difficulties. 
Forms, which appeared totally distinct, approach or blend 
through intermediate gradations; characters, stable in a lim¬ 
ited number of instances or in a limited district, prove unsta¬ 
ble occasionally, or when observed over a wider area; and the 
practical question is forced upon the investigator,—what here 
is probably fixed and specific, and what is variant, pertaining 
to individual, variety, or race ? 

In the examination of these rich materials, certain char¬ 
acters were found to vary upon the same branch, or upon the 
same tree, sometimes according to age or development, some¬ 
times irrespective of such relations or of any assignable rea¬ 
sons. Such characters, of course, are not specific, although 
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many of them are such as would have been expected to be 
constant in the same species, and are such as generally enter 
into specific definitions. Variations of this sort, De Candolle, 
with his usual painstaking, classifies and tabulates, and even 
expresses numerically their frequency in certain species. The 
results are brought well to view in a systematic enumera¬ 
tion : — 

(1) Of characters which frequently vary upon the same 
branch: over a dozen such are mentioned. 

(2) Of those which sometimes vary upon the same branch: 
a smaller number of these are mentioned. 

(3) Those so rare that they might be called monstrosi¬ 
ties. 

Then he enumerates characters, ten in number, which he 
has never found to vary on the same branch, and which 
therefore may better claim to be employed as specific. But, 
as among them he includes the duration of the leaves, the 
size of the cupule, and the form and size of its scales, which 
are by no means wholly uniform in different trees of the 
same species, even these characters must be taken with al¬ 
lowance. In fact, having first brought together, as groups 
of the lowest order, those forms which varied upon the same 
stock, he next had to combine similarly various forms which, 
though not found associated upon the same branch, were 
thoroughly blended by intermediate degrees. 

The lower groups (varieties or races) being thus constituted, I 
have given the rank of species to the groups next above these, which 
differ in other respects, i. e., either in characters which were not 
found united upon certain individuals, or in those which do not show 
transitions from one individual to another. For the Oaks of regions 
sufficiently known, the species thus formed rest upon satisfactory 
bases, of which the proof can be furnished. It is quite otherwise 
with those which are represented in our herbaria by single or few 
specimens. These are provisional species, — species which may 
hereafter fall to the rank of simple varieties. I have not been in¬ 
clined to prejudge such questions; indeed, in this regard, I am not 
disposed to follow those authors whose tendency is, as they say, to 
reunite species. I never reunite them without proof in each partic- 
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ular case; while the botanists to whom I refer do so on the gromnl 
of analogous variations or transitions occurring in the same genus 
or in the same family. For example, resting on the fact that Quer- 
cm Hex, Q. cocoifera^ Q. acutlfoUa^ etc., have the leaves itunetinies 
entire and sometimes tootheil upon the saina hraneli, or present 
transitions from one tree to another, I might readily have uintetl 
my Q. Tlajnmihuensis to Q. Sartorli of Liebmann* siru*o these 
two differ only in their entire or their toothed leaves. From tlio 
fact that the length of the peduncle varies in Q. Mohur and many 
other Oaks, I might liave combined Q. HvcmamtiU Liebm,, with 
Q. sallrifoliaj N<:^o. I have not admitted these iiuhiethuis, hut have 
demanded visible proof in each particular eitse. hfany species are 
thus left as provisional; but in proceeding thus, the progress of tim 
science will he more regular, and the synonymy less ileiKnuIent u|Kin 
the caprice or the theoretical opinions of each author.** 

This is safe and to a certain degree judicious, no doubt, 
as respects published species. Once admitted, they may stitnd 
until they are put down by evidence, direct or circumatantial. 
Surely a species may rightfully be condemned on good cir¬ 
cumstantial evidence. But what course does Be Candolle 
pursue in the case ™ of every-day occurrences to most work¬ 
ing botanists having to elaborate collections from countries 
not so well explored as Eurojio — when the forms in <|m!Htion, 
or one of the two, are as yet unnamed? Does lui introduce 
as a new species every form which ho cannot (’ounect by 
ocular proof with a near relative, from which it dilTers only 
in particulars which ho sees are inconstant iu better known 
species of the same groiip? Wo suppose not. But if so, 
little improvement for the future upon the state of things 
revealed in the following paragraph can bo expected. 

In the actual state of our knowledge, after having seen nearly 
all the original specimens, and in some species as many a« 200 rep¬ 
resentatives from different localities, I estimate that, out of the 300 
species of Ckpidiferm which will bo enumerated in the * Prodromus,* 
two thirds at least are provisional species. In general, when wa 
consider what a multitude of species were described from a single 
from the forms of a single locality, of a single country, 
described, it is difficult to believe that above one third 
species in botanical works will remdn unchanged.** 


,^ecimen, or 
OJp^are badly 
of 
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Sucli being the results of the want of adequate knowledge, 
how is it likely to be when our knowledge is largely in¬ 
creased? The judgment of so practised a botanist as De Can¬ 
dolle is important in this regard, and it accords with that of 
other botanists of equal experience. 

“ They are mistaken,” he pointedly asserts, “ who repeat 
that the greater part of our species are clearly limited, and 
that the doubtful species are in a feeble minority. This 
seemed to be true, so long as a genus was imperfectly known, 
and its species were founded upon few specimens, that is to 
say, were provisional. Just as we come to know them better, 
intermediate forms flow in, and doubts as to specific limits 
augment.” 

De Candolle insists, indeed, in this connection, that the 
higher the rank of the groups, the more definite their limita¬ 
tion, or, in other terms, the fewer the ambiguous or doubtful 
forms; that genera are more strictly limited than species, 
tribes than genera, orders than tribes, etc. We are not con¬ 
vinced of this. Often where it has appeared to be so, advanc¬ 
ing discovery has brought intermediate forms to light, per¬ 
plexing to the systematist. They are mistaken,” we think 
more than one systematic botanist will say, ‘‘who repeat 
that the greater part of our natural orders and tribes are 
absolutely limited,” however we may agree that we will limit 
them. Provisional genera we suppose are proportionally 
hardly less common than provisional species; and hundreds of 
genera are kept up on considerations of general propriety or 
general convenience, although well known to shade off into 
adjacent ones by complete gradations. Somewhat of this 
greater fixity of higher groups, therefore, is rather apparent 
than real. On the other hand, that varieties should be less 
definite than species, follows from the very terms employed. 
They are ranked as varieties, rather than species, just because 
of their less definiteness. 

Singular as it may appear, we have heard it denied that 
spontaneous varieties occur. De Candolle makes the impor¬ 
tant announcement that, in the Oak genus, the best known 
species are just those which present the greatest number of 
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spontaneous varieties and sub-varieties. The maximum is 
found in Q. liohur, with twenty-eight varieties, all spon¬ 
taneous. Of Q* Ludtanica eleven varieties are enuuierateil, 
of Q. CalUprinos ten, of Q. coccifira eight, etc. Ami he 
significantly adds that “ these very species which oiTer such 
numerous modifications are themstilves ordinarily Httrroumlt‘d 
by other forms, provisionally called species, because of thi! 
absence of known transitions or variations, but to whiidi some 
of these will probably have to be joined hereafter.’' The in¬ 
ference is natural, if not inevitable, that the diiTerence he- 
tween such species and such varieties is only one of degn‘e, 
either as to amount of divergence, or of horetiitary fixity, or as 
to the frequency or rarity, at the present tinu^ of intenmv 
diate forms. 

This brings us to the second section of De Candolle’s article, 
in which he passes on, from the observation of the present 
forms and affinities of Cupuliferous plants, to the considera¬ 
tion of their probable history and origin. Suffice it to say, 
that he frankly accepts the inferences derived from the whole 
course of observation, and even contemplates with satisfat?- 
tion a probable historical connection between congeimrics siw- 
cies. lie accepts and, by various considerations drawn from 
the geographical distribution of KuroptMin Cff/jfffi/cnr, for¬ 
tifies the conclusion — long ago arrived at by Kdward iMirbes 
— that the present species, and even some of their varu*tit!S, 
date back to about the close of the Tertiary (q)och, Hince 
which time they have been subject to frequent and great 
changes of habitation or limitation, but witlunit ap))reeiabli! 
change of specific form or character; that is, without pro- 
founder changes than those within which a speedem at the 
present time is known to vary. Moreover, he is eaniful to 
state that he is far from concluding that the time of the 
appearance of a species in Europe at all iudicates the time 
of its origin. Looking back still further into the Tertiary 
epoch, of which the vegetable remains indicate many analo¬ 
gous, but few, if any, identical forms, he concludes, with Heer 
and others, that specific changes of form, as well as changes 
of station, are to be presumed. And finally, that the tlieory 
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o£ a succession of forms through the deviation of anterior 
forms is the most natural hypothesis, and the most accordant 
with the known facts in palaeontology, geographical botany 
and zoology, of anatomical structure and classification: but 
direct proof of it is wanting, and moreover, if true, it must 
have taken place very slowly; so slowly indeed, that its 
effects are discernible only after a lapse of time far longer 
than our historic epoch.” 

In contemplating the present state of the species of Cupu- 
lifercB in Europe, De Candolle comes to the conclusion that, 
while the Beech is increasing, and extending its limits south¬ 
ward and westward (at the expense of Coniferce and Birches), 
the Common Oak, to some extent, and the Turkey Oak de¬ 
cidedly, are diminishing and retreating, and this wholly ir¬ 
respective of man’s agency. This is inferred of the Turkey 
Oak from the great gaps found in its present geographical 
area, which are otherwise inexplicable, and which he regards 
as plain indications of a partial extinction. Community of 
descent of all the individuals of species is of course implied 
in these and all similar reasonings. 

An obvious result of such partial extinction is clearly 
enough brought to view. The European Qaks (like the 
American species) greatly tend to vary, — that is, they mani¬ 
fest an active disposition to produce new forms. Every form 
tends to become hereditary, and so to pass from the state of 
mere variation to that of race; and of these competing in¬ 
cipient races some only will survive. Quercus Rohur offers 
a familiar illustration of the manner in which one form may 
in the course of time become separated into two or more 
distinct ones. 

To Linnseus this Common Oak of Europe was all of one 
species. But of late years the greater number of European 
botanists have regarded it as including three species, Q.pedurv- 
culata^ Q. sessilifora, and Q. pnhescens. De Candolle looks 
with satisfaction to the independent conclusion which he 
reached from a long and patient study of the forms (and 
which W ebb. Gay, Bentham and others had equally reached), 
that the view of Linnseus was correct, inasmuch as it goes to 
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show that the idea and the practical application of the term 
species have remained unchanged during the century which 
has elapsed since the publication of the “Species Plantarum.” 
But the idea remaining unchanged, the facts might appear 
under a different aspect, and the conclusion be different, un¬ 
der a slight and very supposable change of circumstances. Of 
the twenty-eight spontaneous varieties of liohur^ which 
De Candolle recognizes, all but six, he remarks, fall naturally 
under the three sub-species, pedunculata^ sessilijlora^ and 
pubescens^ and are therefore forms grouped around these as 
centres; and, moreover, the few connecting forms are by 
no means the most common. Were these to die out, it is 
clear that the three forms which have already been so fre¬ 
quently taken for species, would be what the group of four 
or five provisionally admitted species which closely surround 
Q. Sohur (see p. 435) now are. The best example of such 
a case, as having in all probability occurred, through geo¬ 
graphical segregation and partial extinction, is that of the 
Cedar, thus separated into the Deodar, the Lebanon, and the 
Atlantic Cedars, — a case admirably worked out by Dr. 
Hooker two or three years ago.^ 

A special advantage of the Cupuliferoe for determining 
the probable antiquity of existing species in Europe, Do Can¬ 
dolle finds in the size and character of their fruits. However 
it may be with other plants (and he comes to the conclusion 
generally that marine currents and all other means of distant 
transport have played only a very small part in the actual 
dispersion of species), the transport of acorns and chestnuts 
by natural causes across an arm of the sea in a condition to 
germinate, and much more the spontaneous establishment of 
a forest of Oaks or Chestnuts in this way, De Candolle con¬ 
ceives to be fairly impossible in itself, and contrary to all 
experience. From such considerations, L c., from the actual 
dispersion of the existing species, with occasional aid from 
Post-tertiary deposits, it is thought to be shown that the prin¬ 
cipal OupuliferoB of the Old World attained their actual ex¬ 
tension before the present separation of Sicily, Sardinia and 
Corsica, or of Britain, from the European continent. 

^ ITatural History Keview, Jan., 1862. 
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This view once adopted, and this course once entered upon, 
has to be pursued farther, Quercus Rohur of Europe with 
its bevy of admitted derivatives, and its attending species 
only provisionally admitted to that rank, is very closely 
related to certain species of eastern Asia, and of Oregon and 
California, — so closely that ‘‘ a view of the specimens by no 
means forbids the idea that they have all originated from 
Q. RohuT.^ or have originated, with the latter, from one or 
more preceding forms so like the present ones that a natural¬ 
ist could hardly know whether to call them species or varieties/’ 
Moreover, there are fossil leaves from diluvian deposits in 
Italy, figured by Gaudin, which are hardly distinguishable 
from those of Q. Rohur on the one hand, and from those of 
Q. Douglasi% etc., of California on the other. No such 
leaves are found in any Tertiary deposit in Europe ; but such 
are found of that age, it appears, in northwest America, 
where their remote descendants still flourish. So that the 
probable genealogy of Q. Rohur., traceable in Europe up to 
the commencement of the j)resent epoch, looks eastward and 
far into the past on far distant shores, 

Q. Ilex., the Evergreen Oak of southern Europe and north¬ 
ern Africa, reveals a similar archaeology; but its presence in 
Algeria leads De Candolle to regard it as a much more 
ancient denizen of Europe than Q. Rohur; and a Tertiary 
Oak, Q. ilicoides., from a very old Miocene bed in Switzer¬ 
land, is thought to be one of its ancestral forms. This high 
antiquity once established, it follows almost of course that the 
very nearly related species in central Asia, in Japan, in Cal¬ 
ifornia, and even our own Live Oak with its Mexican relar 
tives, may probably enough be regarded as early offshoots 
from the same stock with Q. Rex. 

In brief, — not to continue these abstracts and remarks, 
and without reference to Darwin’s particular theory (which 
De Candolle at the close very fairly considers), — if existing 
species, or many of them, are as ancient as they are now 
generally thought to be, and were subject to the physical and 
geographical changes (among them the coming and the going 
of the Glacial epoch) which this antiquity implies; if in 
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former times they were as liable to variation as they now are; 
and if the individuals of the same species may claim a common 
local origin, — then we cannot wonder that “ the theory of 
a succession of forms by deviations of anterior forms ” should 
be regarded as “ the most natural hypothesis,” nor at the 
general advance made towards its accej)tance in some form or 
other. 

The question being, not, how plants and animals originated, 
but, how came the existing animals and plants to be just 
where they are and what they are; it is plain that naturalists 
interested in such inquiries are mostly looking for the answ^er 
in one direction. The general drift of opinion, or at least of 
expectation, is exemplified by this essay of De Candolle; and 
the set and force of the current arc seen by noticing how it 
carries along naturalists of widely different views and prepos¬ 
sessions, — some faster and farther than others, — but all in 
one way. The tendency is, we may say, to extend the law of 
continuity, or something analogous to it, from inorganic to 
organic nature, and in the latter to connect the present with 
the past in some sort of material connection. The generali¬ 
zation may indeed be expressed so as not to assert that the 
connection is genetic, as in Mr. Wallace’s formula: “ Every 
species has come into existence coincident both in time and 
space with preexisting closely allied species.” Edward Forbes, 
who may be called the originator of this whole line of inquiry, 
long ago expressed a similar view. But the only material 
sequence we know, or can clearly conceive, in plants and 
animals, is that from parent to progeny; and, as Do Candolle 
implies, the origin of species and that of races can hardly be 
much unlike, nor governed by other than the same laws, 
whatever these may be. 

The progress of opinion upon this subject in one generation 
is not badly represented by that of De Candolle himself, who 
is by no means prone to adopt new views without much con¬ 
sideration. In an elementary treatise published in the year 
1835, he adopted, and, if we rightly remember, vigorously 
maintained, Schouw’s idea of the double or multiple origin of 
species, at least of some species, — a view which has been 
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carried out to its ultimate development only perhaps by 
Agassiz, in the denial o£ any necessary genetic connection 
among the individuals of the same species, or of any original 
localization more restricted than the area now occupied by 
the species. But in 1855, in his “ Geographic Botanique,” 
the multiple hypothesis, although in principle not abandoned, 
is seen to lose its point, in view of the probable high antiquity 
of existing species. The actual vegetation of the world being 
now regarded as a continuation, through numerous geological, 
geographical, and more recently historical, changes, of ante¬ 
rior vegetations, the actual distribution of plants is seen to be 
a consequence of preceding conditions and geological consid¬ 
erations, and these alone may be expected to explain all the 
facts, many of them so curious and extraordinary, of the 
actual geographical distribution of the species. In the present 
essay, not only the distribution but the origin of congeneric 
species is regarded as something derivative; whether derived 
by slow and very gradual changes in the course of ages, 
according to Darwin, or by a sudden, inexplicable change of 
their Tertiary ancestors, as conceived by Heer, De Candolle 
hazards no opinion. It may, however, be inferred that he 
looks upon ‘‘ natural selection ” (which he rather underrates) 
as a real, but insufficient, cause; while some curious remarks 
(pp. 57, 58), upon the number of monstrosities annually pro¬ 
duced, and the possibility of their enduring, may be regarded 
as favorable to Heer’s view. 

As an index to the progress of opinion in the direction re¬ 
ferred to, it will be interesting to compare Sir Charles Lyell’s 
well-known chapters of twenty or thirty years ago, in which 
the permanence of species was ably maintained, with his treat¬ 
ment of the same subject in a work just issued in England, 
which, however, has not yet reached us. 

A belief in the derivation of species may be maintained 
along with a conviction of great persistence of specific char¬ 
acters. This is the idea of the excellent Swiss vegetable palae¬ 
ontologist Heer, who imagines a sudden change of specific 
type at certain periods, and perhaps is that of Pictet. Fal¬ 
coner adheres to somewhat similar views in his elaborate 
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paper on Elepliants, living and fossil, in the Natund History 
Review for January last. Noting that there is clear evi¬ 
dence of the true Mammoth having existed in America long 
after the period of the northern drift, when the surface of the 
country had settled down into its i>reBent form/’ and also in 
Europe so late as to have been a contcmiKirary of the Irish 
Elk, and on the other hand that it existinl in ICngland so far 
back as before the doj)OHitiou of the boulder I’lay; also that 
four well-defiued species of fossil Elcjihant are known to have 
existed in Europe; that a vast number of the remains of 
three of these species hav<^ l)een exhumed ovm* a large area in 
Europe; and, even in the geological sense, an enormous in¬ 
terval of time lias elapsed bet'w^e<ui the formation of the most 
ancient and the most recent of these deposits, quih^. sufTicient 
to test the persistence of specific characters in an Elephant,’’ 
he presents the question : Do then the Hiu^cessive Elephants 
occurring in those strata show any signs of a pasmigo from 
the older form into the newer ? ” 

To which the reply is: If there is one fact which is im¬ 
pressed on the conviction of the observer with more foixjo than 
any other, it is the persistence and uniformity of the charac¬ 
ters of the molar teeth in the earliest known Mammoth and 
his most modern Buccessor- • . . Assuming the observation 
to bo correct, what strong proof does it not afford of the per¬ 
sistence and constancy, throughout vast intervals of time, of 
the distinctive characters of those organs which are most con¬ 
cerned in the existence and habits of the sjKicies ? If we cast 
a glance back on the long vista of physical changes which our 
planet has undergone since the Neo 2 w>io Epoch, we can nowhere 
detect signs of a revolution more sudden mid pronounced, or 
more important in its results, than the intercalation and sud¬ 
den disappearance of the glacual jieriod. Yet the * dieyolo- 
therian ’ Mammoth lived before it, and passed through the 
ordeal of aU the hard extremities it involved, liearing his 
organs of locomotion and digestion all but unchangenL Tak¬ 
ing tibie group of four European fossil sjieeies above enumer¬ 
ated, do they show any signs in the successive deposits of 
a transition from the one form into the other ? Here again 







VARIATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIES. 143 


the result of my observation, in so far as it has extended over 
the European area, is, that the specific characters of the 
molars are constant in each, within a moderate range of varia¬ 
tion, and that we nowhere meet with intermediate forms.” 

. . . Dr. Falconer continues (p. 80) : — 

The inferences which I draw from these facts are not opposed 
to one of the leading propositions of Darwin’s theory. With him, I 
have no faith in the opinion that the Mammoth and other extinct 
Elephants made their appearance suddenly, after the type in which 
their fossil remains are presented to us. The most rational view 
seems to be, that they are in some shape the modified descendants 
of earlier progenitors. But if the asserted facts be correct, they 
seem clearly to indicate that the older elephants of Europe, such as 
E. meridionalis and JE. antiqiius^ were not the stocks from which 
the later species, E. primigenius and E. Africanus, sprung, and 
that we must look elsewhere for their origin. The nearest affinity, 
and that a very close one, of the European E, meridionalis is with 
the Miocene E. planifrons of India ,* and of E. 'primigenius^ with 
the existing India species. 

“Another reflexion is equally strong in my mind, — that the 
means which have been adduced to explain the origin of the species 
by ‘Natural Selection,’ or a process of variation from external in¬ 
fluences, are inadequate to account for the phenomena. The law of 
phyllotaxis, which governs the evolution of leaves around the axis 
of a plant, is as nearly constant in its manifestation as any of the 
physical laws connected with the material world. Each instance, 
however different from another, can be shown to be a term of some 
series of continued fractions.^ When this is coupled with the geo¬ 
metrical law governing the evolution of form, so manifest in some 
departments of the animal kingdom, e. g., the spiral shells of the 
Mollusca, it is difficult to believe that there is not, in nature, a 
deeper-seated and innate principle, to the operation of which Natural 
Selection is merely an adjunct. The whole range of the Mammalia, 
fossil and recent, cannot furnish a species which has had a wider 
geographical distribution, and passed through a longer term of time, 
and through more extreme changes of climatal conditions, than the 
Mammoth. If species are so unstable, and so susceptible of muta¬ 
tion through such influences, why does that extinct form stand out so 
signally a monument of stability ? By his admirable researches and 
earnest writings, Darwin has, beyond all his cotemporaries, given 
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an impulse to tlie pKilosopMcal investigation of the most backward 
and obscure branch of the biological sciences of his day; he has laid 
the foundations of a great edifice ; but he need not be surprised, if, 
in the progress of erection, the superstructure is altered by his suc¬ 
cessors, like the Duomo of Milan from the Eoman to a different 
style of architecture/^ 

Entertaining ourselves the opinion that something more 
than natural selection is requisite to account for the orderly 
production and succession of species, we offer two incidental 
remarks upon the above extract. 

First, we find in it — in the phrase “Natural Selection, or 
a process of variation from external influences ” — an example 
of the very common confusion of two distinct things, namely, 
variation and natural selection. The former has never yet 
been shown to have its cause in “ external influences,” nor to 
occur at random. As we have elsewhere insisted, if not inex¬ 
plicable, it has never been explained; all we can yet say is, 
that plants and animals are prone to vary, and that some con¬ 
ditions favor variation. Perhaps in this Dr. Falconer may 
yet find what he seeks: for “it is difficult to believe that 
there is not in [its] nature, a deeper-seated and innate prin¬ 
ciple, to the operation of which Natural Selection is merely an 
adjunct.” The latter, which is the ensemble of the external 
influences, including the competition of the individuals them¬ 
selves, picks out certain variations as they arise, but in no 
proper sense can be said to originate them. 

Secondly, although we are not quite sure how Dr. Falconer 
intends to apply the law of phyllotaxis to illustrate his idea, 
we fancy that a pertinent illustration may be drawn from it, 
in this way. There are two species of phyllotaxis, perfectly 
distinct, and, we suppose, not mathematically reducible the 
one to the other, — namely, 1, that of alternate leaves, with 
its varieties; and 2, that of verticillate leaves, of which 
opposite leaves present the simplest case. That, although 
generally constant, a change from one variety of alternate 
phyllotaxis to another should occur on the same axis, or on 
successive axes, is not surprising, the different sorts being 
terms of a regular series, — although indeed we have not the 
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least idea as to how the change from the one to the other 
comes to pass. But it is interesting, and in this connection 
perhaps instructive, to remark that, while some dicotyledonous 
plants hold to the verticillate, i. e., opposite-leaved phyllotaxis 
throughout, a larger number — through the operation of some 
deep-seated and innate principle, which we cannot fathom — 
change abruptly into the other species at the second or third 
node, and change back again in the flower, or else effect a 
synthesis of the two species in a manner which is puzzling to 
understand. Here is a change from one fixed law to another, 
as unaccountable, if not as great, as from one specific form 
to another. 

An elaborate paper on the vegetation of the Tertiary period 
in the southeast of France, by Count Gaston de Saporta, pub¬ 
lished in “Annales des Sciences Naturelles,” xvi. pp. 309- 
344, — which we have not space to analyze, — is worthy of 
attention from the general inquirer, on account of its analysis 
of the Tertiary flora into its separate types, Cretaceous, Aus¬ 
tral, Tropical, and Boreal, each of which has its separate and 
different history, — and for the announcement that ‘‘ the Tiior 
tus^ which, in the idea of most geologists, intervened between 
the close of the Cretaceous and the beginning of the Tertiary, 
appears to have had no existence, so far as concerns the vege¬ 
tation ; that in general it was not by means of a total over¬ 
throw, followed by a complete new emission of species, that 
the flora has been renewed at each successive period; and 
that while the plants of southern Europe inherited from the 
Cretaceous period more or less rapidly disappeared, as also 
the austral forms, and later the tropical types (except the 
Laurel, the Myrtle, and the Chamcerops humilis')^ the boreal 
types, coming later, survived all the others, and now compose, 
either in Europe, or in the north of Asia, or in North America, 
the basis of the actual arborescent vegetation.” Especially 
“ a very considerable number of forms nearly identical with 
Tertiary forms now exist in America, where they have found, 
more easily than in our [European] soil, — less vast and less 
extended southward,—refuge from ulterior revolutions.” The 
extinction of species is attributed to two kinds of causes : the 
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one material or physical, whether slow or rapid; the other 
inherent in the nature of organic beings, incessant, but slow, 
in a manner latent, but somehow assigning to the species, as 
to the individuals, a limited period of existence, and, in some 
equally mysterious but wholly natural way, connected with 
the development of organic types: — “ By type meaning a col¬ 
lection of vegetable forms constructed upon the same plan of 
organization, of which they reproduce the (isscntial lineaments 
with certain secondary modifications, and which appear to run 
back to a common point of departure.” 

In this community of types, no less than in the community 
of certain existing species, Haporta recognizes a i)rolonged 
material union between North America and Europe in former 
times. Most naturalists and geoh>gistB reason in tlui same 
way, — some more cautiously than others, — yet ptu'haps most 
of them seem not to perceive how far such inferenees imply 
the doctrine of the common origin of related Bptuiiiis. 

For obvious reasons such doctrines are likely to find more 
favor with botanists than with zoblogists. But with l)oth the 
advance in this direction is seen to have been rapid and great; 
yet to us not unexpected. Wo note, also, an evident disposi¬ 
tion, notwithstanding some endeavors to the contrary, to allow 
derivative hypotheses to stand or fall upon their own merits, 
— to have indeed upon philosophical grounds certain pre¬ 
sumptions in their favor, — and to be, perhaps, quite as cap¬ 
able of being turned to good account as to bad account in 
natural theology.^ 

1 What the Eev. Principal Tulloch remarks in respect to the jdnlosophy 
of miracles has a pertinent application here. Wo (pioto at second hand: 

‘‘ The stoutest advocates of interferonco can mean noticing more than 
that the Supreme Will has so moved tho hidden springs of nature that a 
new issue arises on given circumstances. The ordinary issue is supplanted 
by a higher issue. The essential facts before us are a certain set of phe¬ 
nomena, and a Higher Will moving them. How moving them ? is a ques¬ 
tion for human definition ; the answer to which does not and cannot affect 
the divine meaning of the change. Yet when we roliect that this Higher 
Will is everywhere reason and wisdom, it seems a juster as well as a more 
comprehensive view to regard it as operating by subordination and evolu- 
tion^ rather than by interference or violation.” 
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Among the leading naturalists, indeed, such views — taken 
Lu the widest sense — have one and, so far as we are now 
siware, only one thorough-going and thoroughly consistent 
opponent, namely, Mr. Agassiz. 

Most naturalists take into their very conception of a species, 
explicitly or by implication, the notion of a material connec¬ 
tion resulting from the descent of the individuals composing 
Lt from a common stock, of local origin. Mr. Agassiz wholly 
eliminates community of descent from his idea of species, and 
even conceives a species to have been as numerous in individ¬ 
uals, and as widespread over space, or as segregated in dis¬ 
continuous spaces, from the first as at a later period. 

The station which it inhabits, therefore, is with other natu¬ 
ralists in nowise essential to the species, and may not have 
been the region of its origin. In Mr. Agassiz’s view the hab¬ 
itat is supposed to mark the origin, and to be a part of the 
character of the species. The habitat is not merely the place 
where it is, but a part of what it is. 

Most naturalists recognize varieties of species; and many, 
like De Candolle, have come to conclude that varieties of the 
highest grade, or races, so far partake of the characteristics of 
species, and are so far governed by the same laws, that it is 
often very difficult to draw a clear and certain distinction be¬ 
tween the two. Mr. Agassiz will not allow that varieties or 
races exist in nature, apart from man’s agency. 

Most naturalists believe that the origin of species is super¬ 
natural, their dispersion or particular geographical area, nat¬ 
ural, and their extinction, when they disappear, also the result 
of physical causes. In the view of Mr. Agassiz, if rightly 
understood, all three are equally independent of physical cause 
and effect, are equally supernatural. 

In comparing preceding periods with the present and with 
each other, most naturalists and palaeontologists now appear 
to recognize a certain number of species as having survived 
from one epoch to the next, or even through more than one 
formation, especially from the Tertiary into the Post-tertiary 
period, and from that to the present age. Mr. Agassiz is 
understood to believe in total extinctions and total new crea- 
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tions at each successive epoch, and even to recognize no exist¬ 
ing species as ever contemporary with extinct ones, except in 
the case of recent exterminations. 

These peculiar views, if sustained, will effectually dispose of 
every form of derivative hypothesis. 

Keturning for a moment to De Candolle’s article, we are dis¬ 
posed to notice his criticism of Linnmus’s “ definition ’’ of the 
term species Philosophia Botanica,” No. 157): “Species 
tot numeramus quofc diverse formm in principio sunt ereatte,” 
— which he declares illogical, inapplicable, and the worst that 
has been propounded. “ So, to determine if a form is specific, 
it is necessary to go back to its origin, which is impossible. 
A definition by a character which can never be veriiied is no 
definition at all.” 

Now, as Linnaeus practically applied the idea of species with 
a sagacity which has never been surpassed, and rarely equalled, 
and indeed may be said to have fixed its received im^aning in 
natural history, it may well bo inferred that in the phrase 
above cited ho did not so much tmdertake to franui a logical 
definition, as to set forth the idea which, in his opinion, lay 
at the foxmdation of species. On which basis A. Ij, Jussieu 
did construct a logical definition: “ nunc rectius ddinitur pe- 
rennis individuorum similium succcssio continuata generatione 
renascentium.” The fundamental idea of Hpe<*i(?s, we would 
still maintain, is that of a chain, of which genetically-con¬ 
nected individuals are the links. That, in the practical rec¬ 
ognition of species, tho essential characteristic has to ho in¬ 
ferred, is no great objection, — tho general fact that like 
engenders like being an induction from a vast number of in¬ 
stances, and the only assumption being that of the uniformity 
of nature. The idea of gravitation, that of tho atomic consti¬ 
tution of matter, and the like, equally have to be verified in- 
ferentially. If we still hold to the idea of Linnseus, and of 
Agassiz, that existing species were created independently, and 
essentially all at once at the beginning of the present ora, we 
could not better the propositions of Linnseus and of Jussieu. 
If, on the other hand, the time has come in which we may accept, 
with De Candolle, their successive origination, at the com- 
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mencement of the present era or before, and even by deriva¬ 
tion from other forms, then the in principle ’’ of Linnaeus 
will refer to that time, whenever it was, and his proposition be 
as sound and wise as ever. 

In his “Geographie Botanique ” (ii. pp. 1068-1077) De 
Candolle discusses this subject at length, and in the same 
interest. Kemarking that of the two great facts of species, 
namely, likeness among the individuals, and genealogical con¬ 
nection, zoologists have generally preferred the latter,^ while 
botanists have been divided in opinion, he pronounces for the 
former as the essential thing, in the following argumentative 
statement: — 

Quant h moi, j’ai conduit, dans ma d<^finition de I’esp^ce, ^ 
mettre d^cid^ment la ressemblance au-dessus des caractbres de suc¬ 
cession. Ce n’est pas seulement h. cause des circonstances propres au 
regne v%^tal, dont je m’occupe exclusivement; ce n’est pas non plus 
afin de sortir ma definition des theories et de la rendre le plus pos¬ 
sible utile aux naturalistes descripteurs et nomenclateurs, c’est aussi 
par un motif philosophique. En toute chose il faut aller au fond des 
questions, quand on le peut. Or, pourquoi la reproduction est-elle 
possible, habituelle, feconde indefiniment, entre des ^tres organises 
que nous dirons de la m§me espbce ? Farce quhls se ressemblent et 
uniquement h cause de cela. Lorsque deux espbces ne peuvent, ou, 
s’il s’agit d'aniraaux superieurs, ne peuvent et ne veulent se croiser, 
c’est qu’elles sont trbs difierentes. Si Ton obtient des croisements, 
c’est que les individus sont analogues ; si ces croisements donnent des 
produits feconds, c’est que les individus etaient plus analogues; si 
ces produits eux-memes sont feconds, c’est que la ressemblance etaifc 
plus grande; s’ils sont fecond habituellement et indefiniment, c’est 
que la ressemblance interieure et exterieure etait trbs grande. Ainsi 
le degre de ressemblance est le fond; la reproduction en est seule¬ 
ment la manifestation et la mesure, et il est logique de placer la 
cause au-dessus de I’effet.” 

"We are not at all convinced. We still hold that genealog¬ 
ical connection, rather than mutual resemblance, is the funda¬ 
mental thing, — first on the ground of fact, and then from the 

^ Particularly citing Flourens : “ La ressemblance n’est qxi’une condi¬ 
tion secondaire ; la condition essentielle est la descendance : ce n^est pas 
la ressemblance, c’est la succession des individus, qui fait I’esp^ce.” 
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philosophy of the case. Practically, no botanist can say what 
amount of dissimilarity is compatible with unity of species; 
in wild plants it is sometimes very great, in cultivated races, 
often enormous. De Candolle himself informs us that the dif¬ 
ferent variations which the same Oak tree exhibits are signifi¬ 
cant indications of a disposition to set up separate varieties, 
which, becoming hereditary, may constitute a race; he evi¬ 
dently looks upon the extreme forms, say of Qucrcus liohcr^ 
as having thus originated; and on this ground, inferred from 
transitional forms, and not from their mutual resemblance, as 
we suppose, he includes them in that species. Qliis will be 
more apparent should the discovery of the transitions, which 
he leads us to expect, hereafter cause the four provisional 
species which attend Q. Hobur to be merged in that species. 
It may rightly be replied that this conclusion would bo arrived 
at from the likeness step by step in the series of forms; but 
the cause of the likeness here is obvious. And this brings in 
our ‘‘ motif philosophique.’’ 

Not to insist that the likeness is after all the variable, not 
the constant, element, — to learn which is the essential thing, 
resemblance among the individuals or their genetic connec¬ 
tion, we have only to ask which can be the cause of the other. 

In hermaphrodite plants (the normal case), and even as 
the question is ingeniously put by De Candolle in the above 
extract, the former surely cannot be the cause of the latter, 
though it may, in case of crossing, offer occasion. But, on 
the ground of the most fundamental of all things in the con¬ 
stitution of plants and animals, the fact incapable of farther 
analysis, that individuals reproduce their like, that character¬ 
istics are inheritable,’' the likeness is a direct natural conse¬ 
quence of the genetic succession, — and it is logical to place 
the cause above the effect. 

We are equally disposed to combat a proposition of De 
Candolle’s about genera, elaborately argued in the “ Geographic 
Botanique,” and incidentally re-affirmed in his present article, 
namely, that genera are more natural than species, and are 
more correctly distinguished by people in general, as is shown 
by vernacular names. But we have no space left in which to 
present some evidence to the contrary. 
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Here we must abruptly close our long exposition of a paper 
Aich, from the scientific position, ability, and impartiality of 
bs author, is likely at this time to produce a marked impres- 
iou. We would also direct attention to an* earlier article in 
he same important periodical (namely, in the Bibliotheque 
JniverseUe ’’ for May, 1862), on the European Flora and the 
^Jonfiguration of Continents in the Tertiary Epoch, a most 
citeresting abstract of, and commentary on, the introductory 
•art of Heer’s Flora Tertiaria Flelvetise,” as reedited and 
ranslated into the French by Gaudin, with additions by the 
uthor. 


DE. HOOKER ON WELWITSCHIA. 

This is a separate issue, in folio form, of a memoir ^ in the 
urrent (24) volume of the Transactions of the Linnaean 
Society of London, illustrated by fourteen superb and elabo- 
ate plates, the expense of which has been mainly defrayed by 
he Royal Society, from a parliamentary fund placed at its 
isposal for the promotion of scientific research. By the co- 
peration of these two learned societies, the fruits of Dr. 
looker’s admirable researches are given to the scientific 
70x13. in a form and manner worthy of them and of the won- 
terful subject. 

A good idea of the vegetable wonder in question is given in 
he following brief account of its appearance and prominent 
haracters, drawn partly from the descriptions of its discoverer, 
nd partly from specimens sent to England: — 

“ The Welwitschia is a woody plant, said to attain a century 
a duration, with an obconic trunk about two feet long, of 
^hich a few inches rise above the soil, presenting the appear- 
nce of a flat, two-lobed depressed mass, sometimes (according 
0 Dr. Welwitsch) attaining fourteen feet in circumference (!), 
nd looking like a round table. When full grown it is dark 
irown, hard, and cracked over the whole surface (much like 

^ On the Welwitschia, a new genus of Gnetacece. By Joseph Dalton 
looker. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xxxyi. 434.) 
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tlie burnt crust of a loaf of bread) ; the lower portion forms 
a stout tap-root, buried in tlie soil, and brandling downward 
at the end. From deep grooves in the circumference of the 
depressed mass two enormous leaves are given off, each six 
feet long when full grown, one corresponding to each lobe; 
these are quite flat, linear, very leathery, and are split to the 
base into innumerable thongs that lie curling upon the sur¬ 
face of the soil. Its discoverer describes these same two 
leaves as being present from the earliest condition of the 
plant, and assui'es me that they are in fact developed from the 
two cotyledons of the seed, and are persistent, being replaced 
by no others. From the circumference of the tabular mass, 
above, but close to the insertion of the leaves, spring stout, 
dichotomously branched cymes, nearly a foot high, bearing 
small erect scarlet cones, which eventually become oblong, and 
attain the size of those of the common Spruce Fir. The scales 
of the cones are very closely imbricated, and contain, when 
young and still very small, solitary flowers, which in some 
cones are hermaphrodite (structurally but not functionally), 
in others female. The hermaphrodite flower consists of a 
perianth of four pieces, six monadelphous stamens, with glo¬ 
bose trilocular anthers, surrounding a central ovule, the inte¬ 
gument of which is produced into a styliform sigmoid tube, 
terminated by a discoid apex. The female flower consists of 
a solitary erect ovule, contained in a compressed utricular 
perianth. The mature cone is tetragonous, and contains a 
broadly winged fruit in each scale. Its discoverer observes 
that the whole plant exudes a resin, and that it is called 
Tumho by the natives, — whence he suggests that it may bear 
the generic name of Tumhoa; but this he withdrew at my 
suggestion, for reasons which I shall presently give. It in¬ 
habits the elevated sandy plateau near Cape Negro (lat. 15® 
40' S.) on the southwest coast of Africa.” 

Welwitschia mirahilis^ Hook, fil., was also detected and 
made known — indeed the first actual materials, with a draw¬ 
ing of the plant, were sent to England — by Mr. Baines from 
the Damara country, in lat. 24® or 24® S., about 500 miles 
south of Cape Negro. Mr. Baines is an artist, and his original 
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colored sketch of a plant in fruit is reproduced on the first 
plate of the memoir. It appears as if five-leaved ; but prob¬ 
ably one of the two original leaves is split in two, and the 
other into three segments. As might be inferred from the 
form and structure, the Welwitschia inhabits a dry region, 
Mr. Monteiro writes to Dr. Hooker ; — 

“ . . . About thirty miles distant from the coast, I passed 
a plain about three miles across, on which this plant was 
growing abundantly; that is to say, I saw about thirty speci¬ 
mens on my line of march. The plain was perfectly dry, and 
bare of other vegetation than the Welwitschia and a little 
short grass. The ground was a hard quartzose schist. The 
Welwitschia was generally growing near the little ruts worn 
in the plain by running water during the rainy season.” 

And from Damara Land, Mr. Anderson writes that, — 

“ Eain rarely or never falls where this plant exists. (Yet 
the night dews are heavy, as other authorities mention.) I 
have crossed and recrossed Damara Land throughout its en¬ 
tire length and breadth, but only found the plant growing on 
that desperately arid flat, stretching far and wide about Wal- 
visch Bay.” 

We are familiar with plants of very diverse orders of Di¬ 
cotyledons and Monocotyledons which are adapted to arid 
regions by great restriction of surface. Here a similar plan 
is adopted by a Gymnosperm ; for the resemblance to Coni- 
fercB and Casuarinece indicated by Dr. Welwitsch is shown 
by Dr. Hooker to import a close affinity, the author referring 
the plant to Gnetacece near to Ephedra. Its permanently 
abbreviated ascending axis — of which the greater part con¬ 
sists of the first internode, below the cotyledons — increases 
in thickness but hardly in length, develops no other than the 
seminal pair of leaves, above which the disciform bilobate 
axile portion or “ crown,” gradually produced, bears year by 
year only leafless inflorescence. 

Hsemanthus equally bears a pair of leaves ; but these die 
off as the season of drought advances, when the plant is 
reduced to a minimum of surface in its spherical bulb, — 
which outspreads a new pair of leaves when the rainy season 
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returns. But In Welwitscliia the two leaves are permanent. 
Wherefore they are firm and coriaceous, and, increasing by 
basal growth from year to year, the older parts doubtlcKSS 
become inactive at length, while fresh surface below is an¬ 
nually renewed, under the shelter (as Dr. Hooker describes) 
afforded by the deep grooves which in old plants separate the 
growth of the hypocotylcdonary stock from that of the crown 
above, and is filled by the tender growing bases of the leaves. 

Having given a detailed generic character of Welwitschia 
and a comparative view of the Gnetaceous genera, now three 
in number, Dr. Hooker proceeds to describe at length the 
trunk, leaves, inflorescence, flowers, fertilization, embryogeny, 
and seeds of this curious subject, — comparing it, in the latter 
respects, with ConifercB and Cycadacem on the one hand, and 
with Santalum and Loranthus on the other, and closing with 
a general summary of the results. 

An abstract or analysis of this most important paper is 
beyond our present reach and space. But we may refer to 
some of the special points. 

The most obvious peculiarity of Welwitschia is, that “ it 
appears to be the only perennial flowering plant which at no 
period has other vegetative organs than those proper to the 
embryo itself, — the main axis being represented by the rad¬ 
icle, which becomes a gigantic cauliclc, and develops a root 
from its base and inflorescences from its plumulary (‘iid, and 
the leaves being the two cotyledons in a very highly developed 
and specialized condition.” It is an excellent case, accord¬ 
ingly, if any such were still needed for showing the nature 
of the radicle as stem, or ascending axis (not root), — a view 
which we supposed observation had long ago demonstrated. 
Dr. Hooker, in a note, refers to this view as expressed by 
Adr. de Jussieu in his “ Cours Eldmentaire ” (which appeared 
in 1843 and 1844), and in Gray’s Introduction to Botany 
(“ Botanical Text Book ”), 1858. But the same view is taken 
in all the earlier editions of the latter work; even in the first 
(1842) the radicle is spoken of as the first internode of the 
stem (p. 28, note) ; and probably the idea will be found dis¬ 
tinctly expressed in works of an earlier date. Dr. Hooker, 
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in the note referred to, assents to the proposition that “ the 
radicle is rightly regarded as an axis,’^ i. e., an ascending 
axis, and not a root,” but does not agree that it is an in¬ 
ternode. To us, the one implies the other. Conceiving, as 
we do, the fundamental idea of the morphology of the phse- 
nogamous plant to be, that the ascending axis consists of a 
series of superposed internodes, each crowned by a leaf-bear¬ 
ing point or ring (the node), the first internode must needs 
be that which is crowned by the first leaf or pair of leaves, 
the cotyledons; and its whole development confirms this view. 

Dr. Hooker notes the curious fact that in Welwitschia 
flower-buds are occasionally produced on the stock below the 
insertion of the leaves, that is on the radicle or caulicle it¬ 
self ; and Dr. Masters pointed out to him analogous cases of 
shoots thus originating, one of which was described by Bern- 
hardi thirty years ago. It is simply the case of adventitious 
buds ; these might seem as likely to occur on the first inter¬ 
node as on any later one. 

Welwitschia, having a dicotyledonous embryo, has also 
essentially an exogenous stem, i, e., ‘‘the vascular system is 
referable to the exogenous plan, but its arrangement into 
concentric wood wedges is very rude.” But the superadded 
isolated and closed vascular bundles of the stock and root, and 
especially their losing themselves in the periphery of the 
stock, are endogenous analogies. So also is the strictly par¬ 
allel and free venation of the leaves; yet, as there are no 
cross veinlets, thus favoring the splitting up of the leaf into 
lacinise, this looks as much or more towards Cycadacece and 
broad-leaved Coniferce, 

The total absence of anastomosing veinlets in the leaf, each 
nerve representing a single and independent vascular axis, 
extending, in Welwitschia, from the axis of the trunk to the 
apex of the leaf, causes such leaves as these and those of 
Dammara, etc., to “ resemble more closely a series of parallel 
uninerved leaves united by cellular tissue, than a foliar ex¬ 
pansion of parenchyma traversed by one system of inosculat¬ 
ing vessels, and the frequent presence of many linear coty¬ 
ledons in these plants seems to favor this view, as does the 
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mixed character of the foliage of Podocarpus, of which some 
species have uninerved and others many-nerved leaves. The 
numerous flower-buds along the periphery of the crown also 
further favor this view.” That is, in Welwitschia, where 
this ingenious surmise carries a plausibility, which it does not 
when applied to Podoearpus. 

The binary symmetry of Welwitschia, beginning with the 
cotyledons, is carried through the inflorescence up to the de¬ 
cussating pairs of bracts of the cones and the two leaflets in 
each whorl of the hermaphrodite perianth. But the stamens 
are six, at first sight a monocotyledonous analogy; yet they 
may be regarded three sets of two, notwithstanding their 
monadelphy. The flowers are dicecio-polygamous, i. 6., of 
two sorts, one female, the other structurally hermaphrodite, 
but the gynsecium sterile, though well-developed, except that 
no embryo-sac appears. The hermaphrodite cones and their 
flowers accord in many respects strikingly with the male cones 
of Ephedra; but the anthers are trilocular, which is remark¬ 
able. The simple ellipsoidal pollen is the same in both. In 
Ephedra the stamens vary from two to eight, and the column 
is solid, there being no rudiment of a gynsecium. 

The female fruitful cones are about three inches long, and 
bright red when fresh. 

The integument of the ovule, as in Gnetum, is prolonged 
at the summit into a style-like body, thus closely simulating 
a pistil; and the apex of this styliform tube, which is thin 
and merely erose in the fertile flower, in the structurally 
hermaphrodite flower is dilated into a broad papillose disk, 
exactly imitating a highly developed stigma — a marked in¬ 
stance of a highly developed organ which is functionless; for 
no pollen has been detected upon it, and no embryo-sac in 
the nucleus. Here Dr. Hooker speculates upon “ the pos¬ 
sibility of Welwitschia being the only known representative 
of an existing or extinct race of plants, in which such a 
stigma-like organ was really capable of performing the func¬ 
tion of a stigma. And, when we see this organ occurring in 
a hermaphrodite flower, it is easy to suppose that we have in 
Welwitschia a transition in function, as well as in structure, 
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between the gyinnospermous and angiospermous Dicotyledons; 
and that the ideal race consisted of hermaphrodite plants, in 
which the office of the stigma of the carpellary leaf was per¬ 
formed by a stigmatic dilatation of the ovular coat itself.” 

This assumes that the gymnospermous theory established 
by Brown is • correct (whatever be the nature of the cone- 
scales, rameal or carpellary, simple or compound), and ap¬ 
plicable to the Gnetaceous as well as to the Coniferous type. 
This view, lately much questioned, Dr. Hooker maintains, 
and enforces, as respects Gnetacecey by very convincing and 
in part wholly original arguments, drawn from his own re¬ 
searches upon the present plant and its allies. We refer to 
pp. 28 to 31, which we could not readily condense, and have 
not room to copy. The same is to be said in regard to the 
resemblances or analogies in gynaecial structure between 
GnetacecB and LoranthacecB,, etc., — a subject upon which we 
await expectantly Professor Oliver’s investigations. More¬ 
over, as Dr. Hooker remarks upon another page, the decisive 
or final comparative view of the structures in question cannot 
be had until the homology of the ovule itself is settled. In 
cases where the flower is so simplified that the nucleus of 
an ovule directly terminates the floriferous axis, and is sur¬ 
rounded by few and simple, or peculiarly specialized, invest¬ 
ments, the discrimination of these must be difficult enough, 
and must ultimately depend upon the theory adopted as to 
the nature of the ovular coats. If these be regarded as foliar 
(as a rigid application of adopted morphological principles 
will require), then a complete transition from gymnospermy 
to angiospermy is probable, and may be expected to be de¬ 
monstrable. 

The fertilization and embryology of Welwitschia have been 
wonderfully worked out, considering the materials, by Dr. 
Hooker, and the two most elaborate and valuable plates of 
the memoir are filled with the details. Suffice it to say, that 
it appears that the pollen must be brought by insects to the 
ovule of the female flowers, at an early period, before the 
nucleus is covered by the ovular coat or by the perianth, and 
before the former has produced its styliform apex, down 
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which it would bo nearly imposBible to convey the grains of 
pollen which were bodily found on the nueleuB, with their 
tubes there produced. So that, notwithstanding the carpel-like 
form of the ovule, the impregnation is absolutely gymno- 
spermous. As to embryo-formation also, there is a general 
agreement in many most essential partiimlars with Uyea- 
daemi and especially, anti beyond what lias 

alx’oady been adverted to, in “'the free cmhryo-sac being 
tilled with endoajKjrm-cells previous to fertiliwttion, the nu¬ 
merous secondary exxxbryo-sacB, the position of the germinal 
vesicle at the base of these sacs, and in the high development 
of the long tortuous suspensor.'” "I'hcro is an agreement with 
Angiosperms, however, in several particularH, especially in 
that of “the germinal vesicle giving rise to one embryo only.” 
And it is concluded that, in special reference to Sentalum 
and Loranthus, “ Welwitschia presents an (*mhryogenic pro¬ 
cess intermediate between that of Gymnosperins and An¬ 
giosperms.” 

And hero we should not omit to mention that its wood 
differs from that of all known Gymnosperins in wanting the 
disc-bearing wood-cells I 

It will bo conceded that Welwitschia is “the most won¬ 
derful discovery, in a botanical jKiint of view, that has been 
brought to light during the present century.” Also, that Dr. 
Hooker has enjoyed (and imiiroved) an ojiixirtunity une¬ 
qualled by any botanist since that which placed the Rafflesia 
in Mr* Brown’s hands. 


DARWIN’S MOVEMENTS AND HABITS OP CLIMBING 

PLANTS. 

This is a long paper ^ read bofot^ the Linnsean Society 
in February last. The investigations wdnch it records were 
made, we believe, during a period when the author’s ordinary 

On the MmenmUs and Habits of ClimUng Plants, By Charles Darwin. 
Journal Linniean Society of London, ix. I^ondon, 1867. (American Jour¬ 
nal of Science and Arts, 2 ser., xl. 273; xH 125.) 
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scientific labors were interrupted by illness, — as was no less 
the case with respect to his former papers on Dimorphous and 
Trimorphous Flowers and his volume on the Fertilization of 
Orchids by the aid of Insects. Of these works and of the 
present, — side issues as they are, — it may fairly be said, that 
they show a genius for biological investigation, and a power 
of turning common materials and ordinary observations to high 
scientific account, which, if equalled, have not been surpassed 
since the days of Hunter and Charles Bell. This will be the 
opinion equally, we suppose, of those who favor and of those 
who dislike Mr. Darwin’s theory of the gradual transforma¬ 
tion of specific forms through natural selection, upon which, 
indeed, all these collateral researches have a bearing, dii’ect or 
incidental. In the present case the bearing is obvious. The 
gradual acquisition by certain plants of advantageous pecu¬ 
liarities is inferred from the gradation of forms and functions. 
Properties and powers which are latent or feebly developed 
in most plants are taken advantage of by some, made specially 
useful, and enhanced from generation to generation. Tendril¬ 
bearing plants, the most specialized in structure and the most 
exquisitely adapted to the end in view, are supposed to have 
been derived from leaf-climbers, and these in turn from simple 
twiners. 

The author states that he was led to this subject by a brief 
note, communicated to the American Academy in the summer 
of 1858 (and reprinted in this Journal), in which the writer 
of the present notice recorded his observation of the coiling 
of certain tendrils by a visible movement promptly following 
an extraneous irritation. Mr. Darwin’s observations were 
more than half completed before he became aware that the 
spontaneous revolution of the stems and of some tendrils of 
climbing plants had been observed and recorded almost forty 
years ago, and nearly at the same time, by Palm and by Von 
Mohl, and had been the subject of two memoirs by Dutrochet, 
published more than twenty years ago. But the mode in 
which the free and growing end of a stem sweeps around 
seems not to have been previously well made out, having been 
more or less confounded with the torsion of the axis which 
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many twining stems, sucli as those of the Hoi) Morn¬ 

ing Glory, are apt to undergo. It is plain to see, however, 
that many stems which revolve do not twist at all; and those 
that do never could twist on their axis at eveiy revolution 
without speedy destruction, — indeed usually do not twist until 
they have ceased revolving. Every one must have noticed that 
the growing extremity of a Hop, Convolvulus, or other twiner, 
when unsupported, hangs over or Htretches out horizontally to 
one side. But it is not so well known that this outstretched 
portion, while at the proper agts is continually swe(‘ping 
round, in circles widening as it grows, and always in the same 
dii'cction, in search of some object round which to twin^^ The 
Hop revolves with the sun; the C'onvolvulus, Bean (l^haseo- 
lus), etc., against the sun, that is, in the same directions that 
they twine. Two or three internodcs are usually revolving at 
the same time. Mr. Darwin observed thirty-Hcven revolutions 
in one internode of a Hop, — the first revolution made in about 
twenty-four hours, the second in nine hours, the third and the 
following ones up to the eighth in a little over thr<H5 liours 
each. “The shoot had now grown 3.] inches in huigth, and 
carried at its extremity a young internode an inch in length, 
which showed slight changes in its eurvatun^ Tlu^ m‘xt or 
ninth revolution was effected in two hours and thirty niiimtes. 
From this time forward the revolutions were easily ol>s<‘rved. 
The thirty-sixth revolution was performed at the usual rate; 
so was the last or thirty-seventh, but it was not quite com¬ 
pleted; for the internode abruptly became upright, and after 
moving to the centre became motionless. I tied a weight to 
its upper end, so as slightly to bow it, and thus to detect any 
movement; but there was none. Some time before the last 
revolution the lower part of the internode had ceased to move. 
... It moved during five days; but the more rapid move¬ 
ment after the third revolution lasted during three days and 
twenty hours. The regular revolutions from the 9th to the 
36th inclusive, were performed at the average rate of 2 h. 
31 m. The weather was cold, and this affected the tempera¬ 
ture of the room, especially during the night, and consequently 
retarded a little the rate of movement. . , . After tlie seven- 
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teentli revolution tlie internode liad grown from 1| to 6 inches 
in length, and carried an internode 1|- inch long, which was 
just perceptibly moving; and this carried a very minute ulti¬ 
mate internode. After the 21st revolution the penultimate 
internode was 2|- inches long, and probably revolved in a 
period of about three hours. At the 27th revolution our 
lower internode was 8|, the penultimate 8|-, and the ultimate 
2inches in length; and the inclination of the whole shoot 
was such that a circle 19 inches in diameter was swept by it. 
When the movement ceased the lower internode was 9 and 
the penultimate 6 inches in length; so that, from the 27th to 
the 37th revolutions inclusive, three internodes were at the 
same time revolving.”— (pp. 3, 4.) 

The shoots of many climbers sweep their circles more 
rapidly than the Hop, the common Pole Bean (^Phaseolus 
vulgaris') in rather less than two hours, Convolvuluses of va¬ 
rious species in the same time or rather less; while more 
woody stems naturally move more slowly, some requiring from 
24 to 50 hours for each revolution. But the thickness or tex¬ 
ture of the shoot does not govern the rate, many slender shoots 
moving slower than some stout ones, and some lignescent 
quicker than other purely herbaceous ones. The movement 
appears to be accelerated, up to a certain point, by raising the 
temperature, or rather is retarded by lowering it; but while 
the conditions are nearly the same, the rate is often remark¬ 
ably uniform. The quickest rate of revolution of a proper 
stem observed by Mr. Darwin was that of a Scyphranthus, in 
77 minutes. When the light comes from one side, the semi¬ 
circle towards the light is usually described in less time, often 
in less than half the time, of that from the light. The ten¬ 
dency of young stems to turn toward the light is here active 
as usual, but is overcome by a superior force. The end of 
the shoot describes circles or broad ellipses, or else, from in¬ 
sufficient power or mechanical disadvantages, narrow ellipses, 
semicircles, or irregular figures. A horizontal shoot of con¬ 
siderable length will thus be found, not unfrequently, to sway 
from side to side in a semicircular course, while the extreme 
internodes are making complete revolutions. 
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A striking illustration of the amount of space tliat may be 
swept over is afforded by a ease in wbicli Mr. Darwin allowed 
the top of a Ceroiu^gia to grow out almost horizontally to the 
length of 31 inches,—three long internodcB terminated by two 
short ones. The whole revolved at rates between 5| and 6| 
hours for each revolution, the tip sweeping a circle of above 
five feet in diameter and It) feet in circumference, traveling 
tlierefore at the rate of at least 32 inches per hour. It was 
an interesting spectacle to watch the long shoot sweeping, 
night and day, this grand circle, in search of some object 
around which to twine.” 

As to the nature of this revolving movement, Mr. Darwin 
clearly shows that it is ixot a torsion of the axis, but a succes¬ 
sive bending (similar to that by which ordinary stenis bend 
toward the light), the direction of which is constantly and 
uniformly changing. If a colored streak bo painted (this 
was done with a large number of twining plants) along, we 
will say, the convex lino of surface, this colored streak will, 
after a time depending on the rate of revolution, be found to 
lie along one side of the bow, then along the concave side, 
then on the opposite side, and, lastly, again on the opposite 
convex surface. This clearly proves that the internodes, dur¬ 
ing the revolving movement, become bowed in every direction. 
The movement is, in fact, a continuous self-bowing of the 
whole shoot, successively directed to all points of the com¬ 
pass.” It is an automatic movement, of the same character 
as those which these and other parts of plants effect in chang¬ 
ing position or direction, sometimes slowly and sometimes with 
a visible motion. The movement may be likened in one case 
to that of the hour-hand or the minute-hand of a clock, in the 
other to the second-hand, but in both is as truly a vital move¬ 
ment as is the contraction of an involuntary muscle. It must 
be effected — as Mr. Darwin recognizes—either by the con¬ 
traction of the cells on the concave side, or by the turgescence 
and elongation of those on the convex side of the internode, 
or by both, — probably the former, as various facts go to show ; 
but questions of that kind are not investigated in the present 
essay. 
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No differences in this regard are observable in the behavior 
of exogenous or endogenous stems, or even of those of climb¬ 
ing Ferns. Lygodium scandens^ according to Darwin, re¬ 
volves like other twiners; it completes its revolutions in six 
hours, or on a very hot day in five (moving against the sun, 
which is much the commoner case) ; this is about the average 
rate of Phsenogamous twiners, like which it comports itself 
in all respects. Our own L. palmatum^ we find, revolves in 
the same way, in about four hours, the temperature being 75*^ 
Fahr. 

The power of revolving depends, of course, upon the gen¬ 
eral health and vigor of the plant, and upon the age of the 
shoot, is retarded by lowering the temperature, is interrupted 
by any considerable disturbance, such as exposure to cold or 
to much jarring; carrying the plant from one place to another, 
or cutting off a shoot and placing it in water, stops the move¬ 
ment for a time, just as it does the more vivid automatic 
movement of Desmodium gyrans. But each internode is so 
independent that cutting off an upper one does not affect the 
revolutions of the one beneath. Twining stems are far from 
being insensible to the action of light (as Mohl supposed), 
the half-revolution toward the light being not uncommonly 
twice faster than that from it; but as the rate of revolution 
by day and by night is nearly the same, the one half of the 
circuit is accelerated just as much as the other is retarded. 
This influence of the light is quite remarkable when we con¬ 
sider the slenderness of most revolving internodes, the small 
surfaces they expose, and that their leaves are little developed. 

The design, as we must term it, of this revolving of the end 
of twining stems is obvious, and usually effectual. Such 
stems, even when no supporting object is within their reach, 
will reach each other, and by twining together make a mutual 
support, from which, as they lengthen, they may reach yet 
farther. The connection of the revolving with twining is 
obvious, though the latter is not a necessary consequence; for 
many stems revolve which do not twine, but climb in some 
other way. 

“ When at last the [revolving] shoot meets with a support. 
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the motion at the point of contact is necessarily arrested, but 
the free projecting part goes on revolving. Almost immedi¬ 
ately another and upper point of the shoot is brought into 
contact with the support and is arrested; and so oiiward to the 
extremity of the shoot; and thus it winds round its support. 
When the shoot follows the aim in its revolving course, it 
winds itself round the support from right to left, the support 
being supposed to stand in front of the beholdiu*; when the 
shoot revolves in an oi)poBito direction, the line of winding is 
reversed. As oaeli internodo loses from age its power of 
revolving, it loses its power of s])irally twining round a sup¬ 
port. If a man swings a rope round Ins heml, and the end 
hits a stick, it will coil round the stick according to the direc¬ 
tion of the swinging rope; so it is with twining plants, the 
continued contraction or turgeseonce of tlto eells along the 
free part of the shoot replacing the momentum of each atom 
of the free end of the rope. 

“ All the authors, except Von Mold, who have discuHsed the 
spiral twining of plants maintain that such plants have a nat¬ 
ural tendency to grow spirally. Mold believes (S. 112) that 
twining stems have a dull kind of irritability, so tliat tliey 
bend toward any object winch tlu*y touch. Even before 
reading Mold’s interesting treatise, this view seemed to me 
so probable that I tested it in every way that I could, but 
always with negative results, I rubbed many shoots much 
harder than is necessary to excite movement in any tendril or 
in any foot-stalk of a leaf-climber, but without result. I then 
tied a very light forked twig to a shoot of a Hop, a Ceropegia, 
Sphserostema, and Adhatoda, so that the fork pressed on one 
side alone of the shoot and revolved with it; I pur|) 08 ely 
selected some very slow revolvers, as it seemed most likely 
that these would profit from possessing irritability ; but in no 
case was any effect produced. Moreover, when a shoot winds 
round a support, the movement is always slower, as we shall 
immediately see, than whilst it revolves freely and touches 
nothing. Hence I conclude that twining stems are not irri¬ 
table ; and indeed it is not probable that it should be so, as 
nature always economizes her means, and irritability would bo 
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tlie motion at the point o£ contact is necessarily arrested, hut 
the free projecting part goes on revolving. Almost immedi¬ 
ately another and upper point of the shoot is l>rought into 
contact with the support and is arrested; and ho onward to the 
extremity of the shoot; and thus it winds round its support* 
When the shoot follows the sun in its revolving course, it 
winds itself round the suppoi't from right to left, the support 
being supposed to stand in front of the beholden*; when the 
shoot revolves in an opposite direidion, the line of winding is 
reversed. As each internode loses from age its power of 
revolving, it loses its power of spirally twining round a 8U|>- 
port. If a man swings a rope round his hc^ail, and the end 
hits a stick, it will coil round the stick according to the direc¬ 
tion of the swinging rope; so it is with twining plants, the 
continued contraction or turgesccnce of tlio cells along the 
free part of the shoot rephicing the momentum of each atom 
of the free end of the rope. 

‘‘All the authors, except Von Mold, who have discussed the 
spiral twining of plants maintain that such plants have a nat¬ 
ural tendency to grow spirally. Mold btdii‘Vi‘H (H. 112) that 
twining stems have a dull kind of irritability, so that they 
bend toward any objecjt which tliey touch. Even before 
reading Mold’s interesting treatise, this view seemed to me 
so probable that I tested it in every way that 1 could, but 
always with negative residts. I rublied many shaots much 
harder than is necessary to excite moviunent in any tendril or 
in any foot-stalk of a leaf-climber, but without result. I then 
tied a very light forked twig to a shoot of a Hop, a Ceropegia, 
Sphserostema, and Adhatoda, so that the fork prossed on one 
side alone of the shoot and revolved with it; I purimsely 
selected some very slow revolvers, as it seemed most likely 
that these would profit from possessing irritability; but in no 
case was any effect produced. Moreover, when a shoot winds 
round a support, the movement is always slower, as we shall 
immediately sec, than whilst it revolves freely and touches 
nothing. Hence I conclude that twining stems are not irri¬ 
table ; and indeed it is not probable that it should be so, as 
nature always economizes her means, and irritability would be 
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superfluous. Nevertheless I do not wish to assert that they 
are never irritable; for the growing axis of the leaf-climbing, 
but not spirally twining, LopTiospermum scandens is, as we 
shall hereafter see, certainly irritable; but this case gives me 
confidence that ordinary twiners do not possess this quality, 
for directly after putting a stick to the Lophospermum, I saw 
that it behaved differently from any true twiner or any other 
leaf-climber. 

“ The belief that twiners have a natural tendency to grow 
spirally probably arose from their assuming this form when 
wound round a support, and from the extremity, even whilst 
remaining free, sometimes assuming this same form. The free 
internodes of vigorously growing plants, when they cease to 
revolve, become straight, and show no tendency to be spiral; 
but when any shoot has nearly ceased to grow, or when the 
plant is unhealthy, the extremity does occasionally become 
spiral. I have seen this in a remarkable degree with the ends 
of the shoots of the Stauntonia and of the allied Akebia, 
which became closely wound up spirally, just like a tendril, 
especially after the small, ill-formed leaves had perished. The 
explanation of this fact is, I believe, that the lower parts of 
such terminal internodes very gradually and successively lose 
their power of movement, whilst the portions just above move 
onward, and in their turn become motionless; and this ends in 
forming an irregular spire. 

When a revolving shoot strikes a stick, it winds round it 
rather more slowly than it revolves. For instance, a shoot of 
the Ceropegia took 9 hours and 30 minutes to make one com¬ 
plete spire round a stick, whilst it revolved in 6 hours; Aris- 
tolochia gigas revolved in about 5 hours, but took 9 hours and 
15 minutes to complete its spire. This, I presume, is due to 
the continued disturbance of the moving force by its arrest¬ 
ment at each successive point; we shall hereafter see that even 
shaking a plant retards the revolving movement. The terminal 
internodes of a long, much-inclined, revolving shoot of the 
Ceropegia, after they had wound round a stick, always slipped 
up it, so as to render the spire more open than it was at first; 
and this was evidently due to the force which caused the revolu- 
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tions being now almost freed from the constraint of gravity^ 
and allowed to act freely* With the Wistaria, on the other 
hand, a long, horizontal shoot wound itself at first, in a very 
close spire, which remained unchanged ; but subsetiuently, as 
the shoot grew, it made a much more open spire. With all 
the many plants which were allowed fretdy to ascend a hu|>- 
l)ort, the terminal internodes made at first a (dose spire; and 
this, during windy weather, well served to kei*p the shoots in 
contact with their support; but as the penultimate internodes 
grow in length, they pushed themiselves uj) for a considerable 
space (ascertained by colored marks on the shoot and on the 
support) round the stick, and the spires betaune more oj>en. 

‘‘If a stick which has arrested a revolving shoot, but has 
not as yet been wound round, suddenly taken away, the 
shoot generally springs forward, showing that it has continued 
to press against the stick. If the stick, shortly after having 
been wound round, be withdrawn, the shoot rt'tains for a time 
its spiral form, then straighUms itself, and again commences 
to revolve. The long, inuchdnclined shemt of tlm ('ero|)egia 
previously alluded to offered some curious peculiarities. The 
lower and older internodos, which continued to revolve, had 
become so stiff that tliey wer(^ incapable, on re|>eated trials, of 
twining round a thin stick, allowing that the |K)wer of move¬ 
ment was retained after flexibility had been lost* I then 
moved the stick to a gieater distauccs so that it was struck by 
a point 2| inches from the extremity of the i>enultimate inter- 
node ; and it was then neatly wound round by this part and 
by the ultimate intemodo. After leaving the spirally wound 
shoot for eleven hours, I quietly withdrew the stick, and in 
the course of the day the curled part straightened itself and 
re-commenced revolving; but the lower and not curled portion 
of the penultimate intomode did not move, a sort of hing^ 
separating the moving and the motionless part of the same 
internode. After a few days, however, I found that the 
lower part of this internodo had likewise recovered its revolv- 
ing power. These several facts show, that, in the arrested 
portion of a revolving shoot, the power of movement is not 
immediately lost, and that when temporarily lost it can be re- 
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covered. When a shoot has remained for a considerable time 
wound round its support, it permanently retains its spiral 
form even when the support is removed. 

“ When a stick was placed so as to arrest the lower and rigid 
internodes of the Ceropegia at the distance at first of 15 and 
then of 21 inches from the centre of revolution, the shoot slowly 
and gradually slid up the stick, so as to become more and more 
highly inclined; and then, after an interval sufficient to have 
allowed of a semi-revolution, it suddenly bounded from the 
stick and fell over to the opposite side, to its ordinary slight 
inclination. It now recommenced revolving in its usual 
course, so that after a semi-revolution it again came into con¬ 
tact with the stick, again slid up it, and again bounded from 
it. This movement of the shoot had a very odd appearance, 
as if it were disgusted with its failure but resolved to try 
again. We shall, I think, understand this movement bj^ con¬ 
sidering the former illustration of the sapling, in which the 
contracting surface was supposed to creep from the southern, 
by the eastern, to the northern, and thence back again by the 
western side to the southern face, successively bowing the sap¬ 
ling in all directions. Now with the Ceropegia, the stick 
being placed a very little to the east of due south of the plant, 
the eastern contraction could produce no effect beyond pressing 
the rigid internode against the stick; but as soon as the con¬ 
traction of the northern face began, it would slowly drag the 
shoot up the stick; and then, as soon as the western contrac¬ 
tion had well begun, the shoot would be drawn from the stick, 
and its weight coinciding with the northwestern contraction, 
would cause it suddenly to fall to the opposite side with its 
proper slightly inclined positions; and the ordinary revolving 
movement would go on. I have described this case because it 
first made me understand the order in which the contracting 
or turgescent cells of revolving shoots must act. 

“ The view just given further explains, as I believe, a fact 
observed by Von Mohl (S. 135), namely, that a revolving 
shoot, though it will twine round an object as thin as a thread, 
cannot do so round a thick support. I placed some long 
revolving shoots of a Wistaria close to a post between 5 and 
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6 inelies in diameter, but they could not, tbongb aided by me 
in many ways, wind round it. This apparently is owing to 
tlie flexure of the slioot, when winding round an object so 
gently curved as this post, not being suflicient to hold the 
shoot to its place when the contracting force cret^ps round to 
the opposite surface of the shoot; so that it is at ciudi revolu¬ 
tion withdrawn from its support.” ^— (p[). fl-lS, pitHHun,') 

The suceessivo shifting of the (‘ontraeting sidt! of tlie shoot, 
which explains the revolution or bowing in turn in every direc¬ 
tion, no less explains the twining round a proper supi^rt, 
leaving however some idi()ByncrasieH unexplained. Honui ten¬ 
drils and some petioles of leaf-climbing plants (‘(jually possess 
this revolving power; but tluur usefulness depends mainly 
upon additional and more special (uulowjucnts, mainly upon 
the power of directly responding by curvature to the contact, 
more or less prolonged, of an (jxtraneotis hinly. 

Of Loaf-climbers, no instance is more fjimiliar than that of 
Clematis or Virgin's Bower. Little more was known of them 
than that they climbed by curling their |H‘ti<des ({*ommon or 
partial) around neighboring objects. Mr. Darwin made obser¬ 
vations upon eight speci(*s of Clematis, seven of Trojaeohim, 
the common species of Maurandia, Lophospermum, Fumaria, 
etc., as also upon (lloriosa and Flagellaria, whitdi climb by a 
teiulril-liko production of tlu5 tip of the leaf. From the sum¬ 
mary it appears that plants which belong to eight families are 
known to have clasping petioles, and those of four families 
climb by the tips of their loaves. In almost all of them the 
young internodes revolve, in some of them as extensively as 
in twining plants, — the movement being plainly serviceable 
in bringing the petioles or the tips of the leaves into contact 
with surrounding objects. Those whoso shoots revolve most 
freely are also capable of twining spirally around a support; 
but when the stem twines (as in Clematis Sieholdit and C* 
calycina^ but not in <7. ViiiceUa)^ it has the peculiarity of wind¬ 
ing first in one direction for two or three turns, and then in the 
opposite direction. The petioles are principally efficient in these 
plants, and that by means of an endowment which is not shown 
to belong to twining stems, with one or two exceptions. That 
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is, tte i)etioles or their divisions are sensitive to the contact of 
an extraneous body, contracting on the side touched so as to 
curve or coil around it. That the footstalk is directly sensi¬ 
tive to the touch, just as tendrils are, Mr. Darwin proved by 
lightly rubbing them with a twig for a few times, when in the 
course of some hours it bends to the rubbed side, afterwards 
becoming straight again; or by leaving the body in contact it 
is permanently clasped by the footstalk. So sensitive are some 
footstalks that ‘‘ a loop of thread weighing a quarter of a grain 
caused theno. to bend; a loop weighing one-eighth of a grain 
sometimes acted, and sometimes not.’’ In one instance, in 
Clematis Flammula.^ even the sixteenth part of a grain caused 
a petiole to bend through nearly 90 degrees. With rare 
exceptions only the young petioles are sensitive. Take the 
cultivated Clematis Viticella for an illustration of the mode in 
which the leaves do the work of climbing. 

“The leaves are of large size. There are three pairs of 
lateral leaflets and a terminal one, all borne by rather long 
petioles. The main petiole bends a little, angularly, down¬ 
ward at each point where a pair of leaflets arises, and the 
petiole of the terminal leaflet is bent downward at right angles; 
hence the whole petiole, with its rectangularly bent extremity, 
acts as a hook. This, with the lateral petioles directed a little 
upward, forms an excellent grappling apparatus by which the 
leaves readily become entangled with surrounding objects. If 
they catch nothing, the whole petiole ultimately grows straight. 
Both the medial and lateral petioles are sensitive; and the 
three branches, into which the basi-lateral petioles ai’e gener¬ 
ally subdivided, likewise are sensitive. The basal portion of 
the main petiole, between the stem and the first pair of leaf¬ 
lets, is less sensitive than the remainder, but it will clasp a 
stick when in contact. On the other hand, the inferior sur¬ 
face of the rectangularly bent terminal portion (carrying the 
terminal leaflet), which forms the inner side of the end of the 
hook, is the most sensitive part; and this portion is manifestly 
best adapted to catch distant supports. To show the differ¬ 
ence in sensibility, I gently placed loops of string of the same 
weight (in one instance weighing ,82 of a grain) on the sev- 
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eral lateral and on the t(?rnnnal sub-petiolen ; in a few hours 
the latter were bent, but after 24 hours no effect was j)rodiH‘ed 
on any of the lateral petioles. Again, a tenuinal sub-petiole 
placed in contact with a thin stick beeatne sensibly curved in 
45 minutes, and in 1 hour 10 minutes had moved tlirough 
ninety degrees, whereas a lateral petiole did not become sen¬ 
sibly curved until 3 hours and 30 minutes had elapsed. In 
this latter case, and in all other such eases, if the sticks be 
taken away, the petioles contimie to move during many hours 
afterward; so they do after a slight ruhhing; but ultimately, 
if the flexure has not been very great or long-eontimied, they 
become, after aboutaday’s interval, straight again.’’ — (p. 8L) 

In numerous cases, notably in Sulanmn the 

petiole when clasped increases very greatly in thickness and 
rigidity, undergoing a change in its woody structure by wliich 
the fibro-vascular bundles, originally semi-hmar in cross-sec¬ 
tion, develop into a closed ring, like that of an exogenous 
stem. 

Lop]iosj)er7mm sea?idens of the gardens climbs, like its 
alHes Matirandia and Rlu)d(K*hiton, by clasping petioles ; but 
in this plant, alone, the young interiUMlcs are also SiUisitive to 
the touch. 

When a petiole clasps a stick, it draws the base of the 
internode against it; and then the internode itsedf l>ends 
toward the stiede, whi(di is tlms caught h<»tween tht! stem and 
the petiole as by a pair of })incer8. The inttuuKKle stmight- 
ens itself again, excepting the part in contm*t witli the stick. 
Young intemodes alone are sensitive, and thes<^ are sensitive 
on all sides along their whole length. I made, fifteen trials 
by lightly rubbing two or three times with a thin twig several 
intemodes ; and in aboxit 2 hours, but in one c^ase in 3 hours, 
all became bent; they bocjame straight again in about 4 hours, 
subsequently. An intemode, which was rubbed as much as 
six or seven times with a twig, became just pertx»ptibly curved 
in 1 hour 16 minutes, and subsequently in 8 hours the curva¬ 
ture increased much ; the intemo<le became straight again in 
the course of the night. I rubbed some intemodes one day on 
one side, and the next day on the opposite side or at right 
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angles; and the curvature was always toward the rubbed 
side.’^ 

Here, then, is one case in which the sensibility of a stem is 
manifest, and is turned to useful account. The peduncles of 
the allied Maurandia semperjlorens are also sensitive and 
flexuous, although Mr. Darwin insists that they are useless 
for climbing. That some stems should be sensitive might 
have been expected; for tendrils of axial nature (e. qr. of 
Passijlora gracilis) are not less sensitive than those of foliar 
nature, as of Leguminosce^ OucurhitacecB^ and Cobaea. And 
if twining stems in general are not endowed with “ a dull 
kind of irritability,” as Mohl conjectured, it may well be 
because the equally wonderful automatic revolving movement 
leaves no need for it. In general, the most striking cases of 
automatic movement belong to leaves or their homologues. 

The distinction can be only somewhat arbitrarily drawn 
between Leaf-climbers — especially those with small or un¬ 
developed leaflets, or where the tip of the leaf forms a hook 
or tendril-like projection — and Tendril-climbers. The ten¬ 
dril, however, whether answering to leaf or stem, is the more 
specialized organ, adapted only for climbing, and endowed in 
different plants with very various and some highly remark¬ 
able powers. To this subject Mr. Darwin has devoted more 
than half of his essay. An analysis of it must be deferred, 
for want of space. 

Near the close of the essay, under Hook-climbers, Mr. 
Darwin remarks that: — 

Even some of the climbing Roses will ascend the walls of 
a tall house, if covered with a trellis; how this is effected I 
know not; for the young shoots of one such Rose, when 
placed in a pot in a window, bent irregularly toward the light 
during the day and from it during the night, like any other 
plant; so that it is not easy to understand how the shoots can 
get under a trellis close to a wall.” 

Now we have had occasion to observe that the strong sum¬ 
mer-shoots of the Michigan Rose (jSosa setigera^ Mx., R. rvhi- 
folia^ R. Br.), trained on a latticed wall, are strongly disposed 
to push into dark crevices and away from the light; they 
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would, many of tliem, pretty surely place themselves under 
the trellis, and the lateral shoots of the next spring would 
emerge as they seek the light. Wo suspect this is also true 
of the Sweet Ih’ier. 

Twiners and Leaf-climbers having been (‘onsitlered. Ten¬ 
dril-bearers, whi(*h are the highest style of climbing plants, 
next demand our attention. But our analysis of this im¬ 
portant part of Mr. Darwin’s treatise nnist bo dispropor- 
tionably brief. 

There are two kinds of movement exhibited by plants, 
wbieh should bo distinguished. Ist, Automatic, usually (*on- 
tinued movements, not set in action by extrantHJus invitation. 
The gyratory movement of the small leallets of DtHmadlurn 
(jyrans is an exalted instance of this. 2d, Movements in con¬ 
sequence of the eontacit or action of an extraneous Ixsly, ™of 
which those of the leaves of the Sensitive Plant may be taken 
as the type. Twining stems, as has been seen, strikingly ex¬ 
hibit the first, and their coiling around a support is a eonse- 
quenee of it. 

Tendrils for the most part execute both kinds of move¬ 
ment. They revolve, with some exceptions, like twining 
stems; and they arc all more or less sensitive to contact,— 
usually more so than the petioles of leaf-cdimlmrs, — bcmling 
toward the impinging body so as to h(H>k or clasp around it, 
if the size will allow. Different tendrils act differently in 
some respects, some revolving freely, and sweeping wide 
circuits, some less evidently, and some, like those of the Vir¬ 
ginia Creeper, do not revolve at all, but turn from the light 
to the dark. But whether the tendril is the homologue of 
a leaf, or of a stem (or of a peduncle, which is the same 
thing), appears to make no difference in its at?tion. On the 
other hand their diversity of gifts in one and the same fam¬ 
ily, or even in species of the same genus, is vary remark¬ 
able, as may be seen CRpecdally in the Bignonia Family, the 
Grape Family, etc. So, also, the tendrils are commonly aided 
in their endeavors by the revolving of the internodes of the 
stem, but sometimes not, even in plants of the same genus 
or family. Mr. Darwin takes up tendril-bearing plants by 
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natural families, beginning with Bignoniaceoe^ wbicb order 
contains tendril-bearers, leaf-climbers, twiners, root-climbers, 
and various combinations of these diverse modes. We, how¬ 
ever, will first consider the tendrils of the Gourd, and Pas¬ 
sion-flower families, regarding them as typical and simple 
representatives of tendril-climbers. 

Passiflora gracilis^ a delicate annual species, lately in¬ 
troduced into the gardens, of the easiest cultivation, one 
which differs from most of its relatives in the young inter¬ 
nodes having the power of revolving, is said by Mr. Dar¬ 
win to exceed all other climbing plants in the rapidity of 
its movements, and all tendril-bearers in the sensitiveness of 
its tendrils. In the latter respect it decidedly surpasses our 
Ecliinocystis; but it is nearly if not quite equalled by Sicyos, 
in which the coiling upon contact was first noticed as a vis¬ 
ible movement. The revolving internodes, when in the best 
condition, make almost hourly revolutions, and the long, deli¬ 
cate, straight tendrils revolve nearly in the same manner and 
at the same rate. The sensitiveness of the tendril, when full- 
grown, is correspondingly great, a single light touch on the 
concave surface of the tip causing a considerable curvature. 
“ A loop of soft thread weighing ^^d of a grain, placed most 
gently on the tip, thrice plainly caused it to curve, as twice 
did a bent bit of thin platinum wire weighing -g^^th of a grain ; 
but this latter weight, when left suspended, did not suffice to 
cause permanent curvature.” After touch with the twig, the 
tip begins to bend in from 25 to 39 seconds. After coiling 
into an open helix upon transient irritation, they soon 
straighten again, recovering their sensibility; but if left in 
contact, the action continues. We found it a pretty experi¬ 
ment, last summer, during the warmest days, to bring the upper 
part of an outstretched tendril by its inner or concave side 
against a twig or cord, and to see how promptly it would clasp 
it, revolving its free apex round and round it. A curious dis¬ 
crimination in the sensibility of such tendrils is mentioned 
by Mr. Darwin, as follows: — 

“ I repeated the experiment made on the Echinocystis, and 
placed several plants of this Passiflora so close together that 
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the tendrils were ropeatedly dragged over each other; hnt no 
curvature ensued. I likowise repeatedly flirted Hiaall drops 
of water from a brush on many tendrils, and syringed others 
so violently that the whole tendril was dashed about, but they 
never became curved. The impact from the drops of water 
on my hand was felt far more plainly than that from tim 
loops of thread (weighing gljd of a grain) when allowed to 
fall upon it, and these loops, which catised the tendrils to be¬ 
come curved, had been placed most gently on them. Hence 
it is clear, either that the tendrils are habituated to the touch 
of other tendrils and to that of drojm of rain, or that they are 
sensitive only to prolonged though excessively slight prosHure. 
To show the difference of the kind of sensitiveneHs in different 
plants, and likewise to show the force of the syringe used, I 
may add that tlie lightest jet from it instantly caused the 
leaves of the Mimosa to close; whereas the hajp of tlmead 
weighing ^\d of a grain, when rolled into a ball and gently 
placed in the glands at the base of the leaflets of the Mimosa, 
caused no action.” — (p. 90.) 

Of Cucurbitaccous tendrils, the most active, afti^r those of 
Sicyos (which Mr. Darwin has not observcnl), are those of 
JEchiriocyHtiH lohata. The internodes and tendrils revolve in 
about an hour an<l tlm;o (juarters, the former sweeping a circle 
or ellipse of two or three inches in dianu^tc^r, the latter often 
one of 15 or 1(5 inches in diameter. Perhaps tlm most re¬ 
markable appearance of discrimination in tendrils is that 
which Mr. Darwin first noticed in this plant, but which may 
be seen in others, — and which he thus dost^rilws: — 

‘‘I repeatedly saw that the revolving tendril, though in¬ 
clined during the greater part of its course at an angle of 
about 45® (in one case of only 87®) al>ove the horisson, in one 
part of its course stiffened and straightened itself from tip to 
base, and became nearly or quite vertieaL . . . The tendril 
forms a very acute angle with the extremity of the stioot, 
which projects above tlie point where the tendril arises; and 
the stiffening always occurred as the tendril approache<l and 
had to pass, in its revolving course, the |K)int of difficulty,— 
that is, the projecting extremity of tlie shoot Unless the ten- 
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dril had the power of thus acting, it would strike against the 
extremity of the shoot, and be arrested by it. As soon as all 
these branches of the tendrils begin to stiffen themselves in 
this remarkable manner, as if by a process of turgescence, and 
to rise from an inclined into a vertical position, the revolving 
movement becomes more rapid; and as soon as the tendril 
has succeeded in passing the extremity of the shoot, its re¬ 
volving motion, coinciding with that from gravity, often 
causes it to fall into its previous inclined position so quickly, 
that the end of the tendril could distinctly be seen travelling 
like the minute-hand of a gigantic clock.” — (p. 76.) 

Cucurbitaceous tendrils are mostly compound, in this case 
three-forked. When one of the lateral branches has firmly 
clasped any object, the middle branch continues to revolve. 
If a full-grown tendril fails to reach and lay hold of any 
object, it soon ceases to revolve, bends downwards, and coils 
up spirally from the apex. Indeed it often coils while still 
outstretched and revolving, the tendency to shorten (as we 
presume) on the inner side from the tip downward, which is 
usually brought into action by contact with an extraneous 
body, at length operating spontaneously. Uncaught tendrils 
when they thus coil up throw themselves of course into a simple 
helix or spire. One end being free, this is the simple and 
necessary consequence of the relative shortening of the con¬ 
cave side, sufficiently continued. 

In a caught tendril, the relative shortening of one side, 
(through which the tip hooks round and fixes itself to the sup¬ 
porting object), being propagated downwards, the whole now 
throws itself into a spiral form, — with more or less prompti¬ 
tude according to the species, — thus pulling the free portion 
of the tendril-bearing shoot nearer to the support, and within 
easier reach of the next tendril above. Both ends of the ten¬ 
dril being fixed, and the winding round an axis (real or imag¬ 
inary) necessarily involving or being a twist, it is certain that 
the caught tendril cannot now coil into a simple spiral, but 
that the spire will at least be double, a coil near one end of 
the tendril in one direction requiring the other to twist in the 
opposite direction, unless indeed it undergoes torsion. So, a^ 
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is familiarly known, tkere is at least one neutral point in 
a caught and coiled-up tendril, usually in the middle, the 
turns on one side of it running from right to left, on the other 
side from left to right. That the coils, whether simple or 
doable and reversed (as the case may be), are not determined 
by any peculiarity in the tendril, but merely by the relative 
shortening of one side, may be readily shown by a thread cut 
from a piece of india-rubber, of unequal tension of the two 
sides; this, when stretched and allowed to shorten while the 
two ends are held fast in the same plane, forms at once a pair 
of reverse coils, or three or four such coils, just as caught 
tendrils do. 

Mr. Darwin explains the point by analogous practical illus¬ 
trations. He shows, moreover, that an important service ren¬ 
dered by the coiling or spiral contraction “ is that the tendrils 
are thus made highly elastic.” In the Virginia Creeper, where 
the ends of the compound tendrils are peculiarly attached, 

the strain is thus equally distributed to the several attached 
branches of a branched tendril; and this must render the 
whole tendril far stronger, as branch after branch cannot sep¬ 
arately break. It is this elasticity which saves both simple 
and branched tendrils from being torn away during stormy 
weather. I have more than once gone on purpose, during 
a gale, to watch a Bryony growing in an exposed hedge, with 
its tendrils attached to the surrounding bushes; and as the 
thick or thin branches were tossed to and fro by the wind, the 
attached tendrils, had they not been excessively elastic, would 
have been instantly torn off and the plant thrown prostrate. 
But as it was, the Bryony safely rode out the gale, like a ship 
with two anchors down and a long range of cable ahead, to 
serve as a spring as she surges to the storm.” 

Moreover, while unattached tendrils soon shrink up or 
wither and fall off, as we observe in the Grapevine, Virginia 
Creeper, etc., these same plants show how an attached tendril 
thickens and hardens, gaining wonderfully in strength and 
durability. In a Virginia Creeper, “ one single lateral branch- 
let of a (dead) tendril, estimated to be at least ten years old, 
was still elastic and supported a weight of exactly two pounds. 
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This tendril had five disk-hearing branches, of equal thickness 
and apparently equal strength; so that this one tendril, after 
having been exposed during ten years to the weather, would 
have resisted a strain of ten pounds.” 

Our space will not allow even an abstract of Darwin’s 
account of the admirable adaptations and curious behavior of 
various tendrils, even of some very common plants; as for 
instance of the familiar Cohoea scandens., in which (the stem 
and the petioles being motionless) the great compound tendril 
borne at the summit of the leaf executes large circular sweeps 
with remarkable rapidity, carrying round an elaborate flexible 
grapnel, consisting of its five subdivisions, from 60 to 100 
in number, which are very sensitive even to a slight touch, 
bending in a few minutes toward the touched side, so that 
they clasp twigs very promptly, and all tipped with minute, 
double or sometimes single, sharp hooks, which catch in little 
inequalities, and may prevent the tendril branchlets from 
being dragged away by the rapid revolving movement before 
their irritability has time to act, while the still free ones pro¬ 
ceed to arrange themselves, by various queei? and complicated 
movements, so as to secure the most advantageous hold; then 
contracting spirally so as to bring other portions up within 
reach of the support, until all are inextricably knotted and 
fastened, and finally growing stouter, rigid and strong, bind¬ 
ing the plant firmly to its support. 

We cannot omit all mention of Bignonia capreolata^^ a not 
uncommon climber of our Southern States, of which we espe¬ 
cially wish to obtain fresh seeds or young plants, that we may 
ourselves observe the remarkable behavior of its tendrils which 
Mr. Darwin describes. These are said to turn from the light, 
as in many other cases; they will clasp smooth sticks, but soon 
lose their hold and straighten themselves again. A rough, 
fissured, or porous surface alone satisfies them; their young 
tips seek and crawl into dark holes and crevices, in the man¬ 
ner of roots; then they develop their hooked extremity, and^ 
especially when they meet with any fibrous matter, the hook 
swells into irregular balls of cellular tissue, which first adhere 
to the fibres by a viscid cement, and then grow so as to de- 



178 


REVIEWS, 


velop them. This tendril can do nothing with a smooth post, 
fails to attach itself to a brick wall, but is well adapted to 
climb trees with rough and mossy bark. 

The Virginia Creeper also turns its tendrils from the light, 
and, although they will occasionally clasp a slender support, 
in the manner of its relative the Grapevine, they uniformly 
seek dark crevices, or especially broad flat surfaces, as a wall, 
a rock, or the trunk of a tree. Having brought their curved 
tips into contact with such a surface, these swell and form, in 
the course of a few days, the well-known disks or cushions by 
which they firmly adhere. Here is a tendril-climber which 
emulates a root-climber, such as the Ivy, in the facility with 
which it ascends smooth trunks, rocks, or walls. 

A very short chapter is devoted to Hook-climbers and Root- 
climbers. The stems of the latter are said to have usually 
no power of movement, not even from the light to the dark. 
But Hoya carnosa,^ which twines, also climbs by rootlets 
spreading over the face of a damp wall; and Tecoma radi- 
cans (our Trumpet Creeper) exhibits in its young shoots 
some vestiges of the revolving power with which its twining 
relatives are endowed.” 

In a dozen pages of Concluding Remarhs^ Mr. Darwin 
gives much interesting matter in the way of deduction and 
speculation, which it would be difficult to condense into an 
abstract. 

Plants become climbers, he remarks, in order to reach the 
light, and expose a large surface of leaves to its action and 
that of the free air. Their advantage is, that they do this 
with wonderfully little expenditure of organized matter in 
comparison with trees, which have to support a heavy load 
of branches by a massive trunk. Of the different sorts of 
climbers hook-climbers are the least efficient, at least in tem¬ 
perate countries, as they climb only in the midst of an en¬ 
tangled mass of vegetation. Next root-climbers, which are 
admirably adapted to ascend naked faces of rock ; but when 
they climb trees they must keep much in the shade, and fol¬ 
low the trunk; for their rootlets can adhere only by long- 
continued and close contact with a steady surface. Thirdly, 
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spiral twiners, with leaf-climbers and tendril-bearers, which 
agree in their power of spontaneously revolving and of grasp- 
ing objects which they reach, are the most numerous in kinds, 
and most perfect in mechanism; they can easily pass from 
branch to branch, and securely ramble over a wide and sun¬ 
lit surface. 

After adducing some considerations in support of his 
opinion that both leaf-climbers and tendril-bearers were 
primordially twiners, that is, are the descendants of plants 
having this power and habit,” Mr. Darwin asks: “Why 
have nearly all the plants in so many aboriginally twining 
groups been converted into leaf-climbers or tendril-bearers ? 
Of what advantage could this have been to them ? Why did 
they not remain simple twiners? We can see several rea¬ 
sons. It might be an advantage to a plant to acquire a 
thicker stem, with short internodes, bearing many or large 
leaves; and such stems as are ill fitted for twining. Any 
one who will look during windy weather at twining plants 
will see that they are easily blown from their siipport; not 
so with tendril-bearers or leaf-climbers, for they quickly and 
firmly grasp their support by a much more efficient kind of 
movement. In those plants which still twine, but at the same 
time possess tendrils or sensitive petioles, as some species of 
Bignonia, Clematis, and Tropseolum, we can readily observe 
how incomparably more securely they grasp an upright stick 
than do simple twiners. From possessing the power of move¬ 
ment on contact, a tendril can be made very long and thin ; so 
that little organic matter is expended in their development, 
and yet a wide circle is swept. Tendril-bearers can, from 
their first growth, ascend along the outer branches of any 
neighboring bush, and thus always keep in the full light; 
twiners, on the contrary, are best fitted to ascend bare stems, 
and generally have to start in the shade. . . . 

“ The object of all climbing plants is to reach the light and 
free air with as little expenditure of organic matter as pos¬ 
sible ; now, with spirally-ascending plants the stem is much 
longer than is absolutely necessary ; for instance, I measured 
the stem of a Kidney-bean which had ascended exactly two 
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feet in height, and it was three feet in length. The stem of a 
Pea, ascending by its tendrils would, on the other hand, have 
been but little longer than the height gained. That this sav¬ 
ing of stem is really an advantage to climbing plants I infer 
from observing that those that still twine, but are aided by 
clasping petioles or tendrils, generally make more open spires 
than those made by simple twiners.” — (p, 110.) 

The gradations between one organ and another, and their 
special endowments, and the great diversity of their move¬ 
ments, are illustrated at length; and the very large number 
of natural families which exhibit these endowments, in some 
of their members, is indicated; and it is noted that two or 
three genera alone have those powers in some of the largest 
and best defined natural orders, such as Compositce.^ Rvr 
iiacecB.^ Liliacece^ Ferns, etc.; from which he infers “ that 
the capacity for acquiring the revolving power, on which 
most climbers depend, is inherent, though undeveloped, in 
almost every plant in the vegetable kingdom ” (p. 117). 

Mr. Darwin somewhere throws out the remark that the 
larger number, and the most perfectly organized climbing 
plants, as of the scandent animals, belong to one country, 
tropical America. 

In abruptly closing these extracts and brief commentaries, 
we would add, that the Linnsean Society has issued a sepa¬ 
rate reprint of this charming treatise, thus opening to it a 
wider circle of readers. 


WATSON^S BOTANY OF THE 40TH PAEALLEL. 

We propose to notice this volume^ particularly: indeed it 
well deserves a more thorough examination and more ex¬ 
tended review than our time and space will now allow us to 
devote to it. It is published ‘‘by order of the Secretary of 
War, under the authority of Congress,” as one of the Engi- 

^ United States Geological Survey of the Jfith Parallel, V. Botany. By 
Sereno Watson. Washington, 1871. (American Journal of Science and 
Arts, 3 ser., iii. pp. 62 and 148.) 
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neer Corps series, has been carefully edited and beautifully 
printed, so that the volume is every way an attractive one. 
Errors of the press are to be found, but they are apparently 
few, and the whole typography is remarkably excellent for the 
Government Printing Office. Our comparison is naturally 
with corresponding volumes of the Pacific Eailroad Survey, 
and of the Mexican Boundary Survey, upon which the pres¬ 
ent volume is a notable improvement. The forty plates, filled 
with well chosen subjects, if not of the very highest style, 
are so well done and of such excellent promise that the name 
of the draughtsman (who is new to this class of work, we 
believe), Mr. J. H. Emerton, of Salem, Massachusetts, should 
properly have been appended to them. 

The General Eeport, of 53 pages, forms a separately 
paged introduction to the “ Catalogue,” as it is termed with 
excessive modesty, L e., the systematic account of the plants 
collected, wliich makes up the principal bulk of the volume. 
This General Eeport will naturally be most interesting to 
general readers and naturalists, but no less so to special bota¬ 
nists. It is thoroughly readable matter, and we expect to 
see it reproduced in the scientific journals. Pour or five 
pages sketch the geographical features of the region, tersely 
and clearly. But, when a stream of water is said to become 
demoralized with alkali and is lost,” we could wish that this 
popularized use of the word were buried with it. The mete¬ 
orological notes, with tabulated observations by thermometer, 
evaporator, etc., are equally interesting, displaying the dry¬ 
ness of the Great Basin, its cold winters and hot summers. 
The notes on the general character of the vegetation picture 
to us the botanical aspect of the region, the relative preva¬ 
lence of 'the predominant species, the slow and cross-grained 
growth of what timber there is in the canons, etc. A dead 
branch, apparently of Pinus monophylla.^ 8 inches in diame¬ 
ter, had the fibres so twisted that in 7 feet they made four 
complete circuits. A saw-mill in Etiby Yalley offered the 
opportunity of ascertaining the age and dimensions of several 
specimens of Pinus jlexilis from the upper canons of the 
Humboldt Mountains; sections from 22 to 80 inches in 
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diameter stowed from 400 to 486 annual rings. The ever¬ 
lasting sage-bush,” Artemisia tridmtata.^ displayed 65 rings 
on a section 8 inches in diameter, 37 upon 4 inches, etc. A 
Juniperus occidentalism 12 inches in diameter, showed 250 
rings. Cercocarpus ledifoliuSm it appears, may form a trunk 
of 2 feet in diameter, with 160 rings. The alkaline species, 
aquatic and meadow species, those of the drier valleys and 
foot-hills, the mountain species, etc., are separately enumer¬ 
ated; the introduced species, about 30 in number, are re¬ 
corded, and finally the number of indigenous genera and 
species is given under their orders, and their distribution in 
the basin or over the borders on either side is tabulated. Of 
the 1141 species of the basin and of the Wahsatch and 
Uintas, 60 per cent, appear to inhabit also the Pacific slope, 
about 60 per cent, are not found east of the Eocky Moun¬ 
tains, 15 per cent, only approach the Mississippi or the Sas¬ 
katchewan, 25 per cent, approach the Atlantic, 17 per cent, 
are Mexican or southern, and nearly 15 per cent, are Arctic. 

A few pages at the close are devoted to the consideration of 
the agricultural resources of the basin, the limit to which is 
fixed by the deficiency of water. “ The most fertile localities 
lie at the base of the Sierras; but, as a rule, there is an appar¬ 
ent absence everywhere of a true soil or mould resulting from 
the decomposition of vegetable matter.” A moderate amount 
of alkali in the soil appears not to be detrimental to culture. 
The soil which produces ^^sage bush” seems to be always cul¬ 
tivable when it can be irrigated. With the present supply of 
water, most economically used, it is thought that only one 
thousand out of 34,000 square miles of northern Nevada could 
be brought under cultivation; of the southerly portion and 
of western Utah much less. Eastern Utah, with larger and 
more constant supplies of water from the Wahsatch and the 
Uinta Mountains, is much more favorably situated. The 
absence of graminivorous animals, excepting rabbits in the 
valleys and rarely a few mountain sheep or antelopes in the 
higher ranges, shows that the country is ill adapted for graz¬ 
ing. Eurotia lanata and a few other Chenopodiaceous plants 
are eaten by sheep as a substitute for grass. 
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Mr. Watson raises tlie question whether — considering the 
amount of low shrubby and perennial vegetation which inhabits 
the plains and thrives without irrigation—these plants them¬ 
selves, or some more serviceable substitutes equally adapted to 
the climatic conditions, may not be turned to some profitable 
account under the necessities of a future population; and 
whether, in time to come, some forms of orchard, vineyard, or 
tree-culture may not possibly be made to thrive in that region. 
He finds that the present plants on the whole are not lacking 
in expansion of foliage or succulence, at least that the more 
prevalent plants had an average of from 55 to 80 per cent, 
of foliage or working surface; and a series of rough but seem¬ 
ingly well-devised experiments demonstrated that they give 
off by evaporation daily an amount equal to three eighths of 
the weight of their available material. Dry as the soil appears 
to be, it is this, and not the atmosphere, that must furnish the 
supj)ly to make good this loss. Yet water is rarely to be had 
under a depth of 100 to 300 feet, often not even at that depth. 
The porous soil must allow of the free upward diffusion of 
moisture, also of deep penetration of the roots from above. 

An excellent map is given, exhibiting the district from 
above the 42d parallel to below the 39th, on which the routes 
of the three several years are traced in colored lines, and the 
mountain ranges with the general configuration of the surface 
represented. We will endeavor hereafter to review the sys¬ 
tematic part of this work. 

(Second Notice.) — Under the modest name of a catalogue 
of the known plants of Nevada and Utah, Mr. Watson has 
given us a treatise, not to say a Flora, of a wide stretch of 
country between the Sierra Nevada and the Rocky Mountains, 
which is invaluable to the botanist studying the plants of that 
region in herbaria, and still more to explorers on the ground, 
— of which we hope there may be many. For not only are 
new or revised species described, but all species not contained 
in the common eastern manuals, etc., which every collector is 
supposed to possess; the characters of western genera are 
appended in foot-notes, and synopses of recently elaborated 
genera — some of them reprints or translations of scattered 
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papers witt corrections or additions, others original revisions 
by the editor himself — are added in an appendix, so as to 
afford every possible help to the student or collector who has 
not access to a full botanical library, and indeed most accept¬ 
able facilities to those few who have. 

After thus calling attention to a volume of so much im¬ 
portance, we j)ropose to restrict our comments to sundry 
details of criticism, or points of information, where opportu¬ 
nity occurs. 

Under Thalictrum Fendleri some synonyms are adduced 
which are not all certain; as there is another Oregon species 
which has been confounded with T. dioicum^ but is distinct 
from both in the fruit, which was sparingly collected in the 
British Boundary expedition, and lately by Mr. Hall. 

Ranunculus alismcefolius var. montanus is essentially equiv¬ 
alent to the variety alismellus Gray; although the speci¬ 
mens from the ‘‘ head of Provo Eiver in the Uintas ” are a 
stouter and larger-flowered form, identical with Parry’s No. 
79, which we had wrongly named when distributed, and which 
may be rightly characterized as merely a dwarf mountain state 
of Geyer’s i?. alismcefolius. We may now add that there is 
a much older name for this species, especially for this moun¬ 
tain form of it, namely, i?. Pseudo-Hirculus of Schrank, 
1842, a Songarian plant. It may also be noted that, while 
this species in eastern America takes the place of the Euro¬ 
pean R, Flammula^ both occur on the western side of the 
continent (as also in Siberia), and in forms so much alike 
that only the character of the style and that of the petal and 
its scale (so well indicated by Mr. Watson) will serve to dis¬ 
tinguish them. Of amply developed i?. Flammula — as large 
as any European form — copious specimens have been col¬ 
lected in Oregon last year, by Mr. Elihu Hall, and are soon 
to be distributed. 

As to R. fascicularis,^ there is no clear evidence that this 
species extends to California, Nevada, or even to Oregon. 
The plant referred to and so named in LyaU’s collection, 
though not in fruit, is apparently R, orthorJiynchus,, a plant 
most rare in collections, but now, thanks to E. Hall’s collec- 
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OTL of last summer, likely to be supplied to botanists. As 
» Mr. Watson’s JR. orthorhyncJius var. alpinus^ that is cei’- 
inly not of this species, but a wholly new one, unless it be the 
ire, and to us obscure, B. pedatifidus of Smith, or at least of 
Cooker. For since Sehlechtendal’s plant of that name has 
een referred to B. affinis, the Siberian one of Smith may also 
e of that species. 

A yellow-flowered Aquilegia, with flowers rather smaller 
nd sometimes much smaller than those of A. Canadensis.^ and 
dth. spurs shorter than the widely spreading sepals, after the 
lanner of A. formosa^ and more or less curved (thus approach- 
-ig the European type), which has been collected by Lyall, 
iourgeau, and others, is now characterized as a new species, 
inder the name of A.flamscens.^ Watson. It should be noted 
hat this has been cultivated in European gardens, from seeds 
iollected by Roezl, under the name of A. aurea^ but it is 
loubtful if it is yet published under that name. 

The Crudferm constitute an important order in the interior 
3asin and its borders. One of Mr. Watson’s most notable 
iiscoveries is that of Brown’s Parrya macrocarpa.^ hitherto 
cound only on the Arctic coast. It was detected on the high- 
3st peak of the Uintas, at an altitude of 12,000 feet. The 
uext point of interest is found in our author’s discoveries and 
views of plants of the Streptanthus and Thelypodium type. 
Two or three well-marked new species are introduced, and 
Nuttall’s obscure Streptanthus cordatus is confidently identi¬ 
fied. In the present view this is the only Streptanthus of the 
collection; Mr. Watson, having ascertained that several spe¬ 
cies, such as S. procerus, the curious S. crassicaulis, and two 
new species, have oblong seeds in a terete elongated pod, 
and cotyledons inclining to be incumbent in the manner of 
Thelypodium, combines them into his new genus, Caulanthus. 
And lodanthus, with a few other species, some of which had 
already been excluded from Streptanthus, are referred, as had 
also been tentatively suggested, to Thelypodium. Which is 
all to be highly approved, except, perhaps, the expediency of 
the new genus, when aU could be disposed in the two genera: 
Streptanthus for the species with fiat or flattish pods, flat 
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seeds, and truly accunibent cotyledons; Thelypodium, for 
those with more or less terete j^ods, narrow seeds, and more 
or less incumbent cotyledons. 

We are bound, moreover, to take steps for the suppression 
of a nominal species which is here introduced in consequence 
of our own short-sightedness. In an evil moment we gave the 
name of Smelowshia f Californica to a plant of Professor 
Brewer’s collections, thought to be perennial, with exceedingly 
short few-seeded pods. This Mr. Watson identified with a 
common Sisymbrium of the region, distinguished from S. 
canescens by its seeds, strictly in a single series, and transfer¬ 
ring the name, calls it 8. Californicum. He had overlooked 
an article in this Journal (for September, 1866) upon this 
Sophia group of Sisymbrium, from which it would have been 
seen that the plant in question is Sisymbrmm incisum of 
Engelmann, and the later 8, longipedicellatum of Fournier, 
besides one or two other names of the same author more or 
less strictly referable to it. 


DECAISNE’S MONOGRAPH OF THE GENUS PYRUS.^ 

A VOLUME of Decaisne’s great work — or rather of one of 
his great works — “ Le Jardin Fruitier du Museum, un Icono- 
graphie de touts les Espdces et Varietes d’Arbres Fruitiers 
cultives dans cet Etablissement,” etc. (produced in first-rate 
style by Firmin Didot Freres), devoted to the genus Pyrus, 
is now before us. It is a complete monograph of the species 
of this genus, taken in its restricted sense, illustrated by 
figures of the wild types, and also of the cultivated races of 
those cider-pears known in France under the name of Sauger, 
There is a list of the cider-pears cultivated in the different 
provinces of France, a general alphabetical catalogue of all 
the published varieties of pears, and a table in which the syn¬ 
onyms are referred to the names severally adopted. The 
other volumes, and the illustrations of the edible varieties of 
1 American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 ser., iv. 489 ; x. 481. 
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pears, may have more interest for the horticulturist. But the 
present attracts the special attention of the scientific botanist. 

As stated in the Introduction, Professor Decaisne entered 
upon his great undertaking more than twenty years ago, when, 
in the year 1850, he became the Professor of Culture. He 
cites the instructions under which the separate collection of 
fruit-trees was constituted, and the professor of culture was 
charged with its management, and was directed to bring to¬ 
gether all the known varieties, with all their names, “ afin 
d’^tablir une uniformite de nomenclature necessaire pour 
toutes les parties de la Eepublique.” This is a decree of the 
National Convention, June 10, 1793. The collection which 
Decaisne has so diligently and acutely studied actually dates 
from the year 1792, when the fruit-garden of the Chartreux 
of Paris was broken up, and two trees of each variety trans¬ 
ported to the Jardin des Plantes. In 1793 it contained 185 
varieties. In 1824, when Thouin died, there were in it 265 
varieties of pears alone; it has now more than 1400 varieties 
of this fruit. It is interesting and important to know that 
the collection still preserves the greater portion of the very 
types described a century ago by Duhamel. For seven years 
Professor Decaisne studied the incomparable collection under 
his charge, making drawings and analyses, in which he is so 
skilful, and an herbarium of their flowers and foliage, before 
he commenced the publication of the‘‘Jardin Fruitier du 
Museum,” which he is now bringing to a close. 

As to giving a correct nomenclature and available charac¬ 
ters, this is difficult enough, as all botanists know, for the 
species themselves (which must needs have, or be assumed to 
have, real distinctions) in any large genus, such as Quercus, 
Kosa, Rubus, and the like; how much more difficult, even to 
impossibility, it must be in the case of cultivated varieties, of 
ever increasing numbers, usually named without system, some¬ 
times of mixed origin, and often too like each other to be dis¬ 
tinguished by any available descriptions. Here colored plates 
are a necessity; and those of this great standard work, upon 
which no pains have been spared, leave little to be desired 
that art can supply. 
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In Prance alone they count about 800 sorts of pears ; the 
origin of most of them is unknown, and many are undoubtedly 
very ancient. Indeed, according to Jordan and his school 
these differences are primitive, and the so-called races and 
varieties, both of wild and cultivated plants, represent so many 
closely related species. But M. Decaisne, not content with 
the rediictio ad ahmrdum of having about 2000 species of 
pears to be dealt with, proceeded to an experimental demon¬ 
stration of the variability of the cultivated races. He sowed 
the seeds from four very distinct varieties in 1853, the Poire 
d’Angleterre, the Bose, the Belle Alliance, and the Circle. 
Of the last the four trees raised bore fruit of four different 
forms. Prom the Belle Alliance he obtained, in this first 
generation, nine new varieties, none of them representing the 
parent, neither in the form, size, color, nor even the time of 
ripening of the fruit. The Bose equally produced new varie¬ 
ties. Of the Angleterre nine trees produced as many new 
forms, one of them a winter-pear similar to the Saint Ger¬ 
main, another apple-shaped fruit identical with one which 
was raised from the Belle Alliance. On plate 33, Decaisne 
gives figures of six different pears raised from the Angleterre. 
These results even led him to doubt the cases cited by Darwin 
of the reproduction of certain pears from seed. He insists, 
moreover, that very bad fruits may be raised from choice cul¬ 
tivated pears, and that good varieties may be obtained from 
the seeds of wild pears. The latter is not what one would 
expect in the first generation. 

Our author proceeds to state that the trees raised from seed 
taken from the same fruit differed, not merely in their fruits 
and in the time of ripening, but no less in their flowers and 
in the form of the leaves. Some were thorny, others thorn¬ 
less; some produced slender shoots, others thick and stout 
shoots, etc. It is worth noticing, however, that no mention is 
made of any precautions to prevent cross-fertilization of the 
flowers from which the seeds planted were derived, which 
might have influenced the product through the now well-ascer¬ 
tained influence of the pollen upon the pericarp. We per¬ 
ceive, however, that he would regard this as unimportant, 
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nee pear varieties are of the lowest grade, incapable of pro- 
agating fruit by close-fertilization, and therefore wholly nn- 
kely to impress by their pollen any characteristic upon the 
ericarp of another variety.^ A large part of the Introdnc- 
on is occupied with further evidence that the Pear-trees of 
ultivation are all of one species, from which have proceeded 
lx races, completely fertile inter se, and varieties ad infinitum, 
n this respect the Pear-tree has but followed the example of 
lost fruit and fruit-trees, and of the Grains, etc., which had 
apparently diverged into races, or distinct but closely related 
ypes, in very early times, and those under cultivation have 
hemselves varied and subdivided more and more. Finally, 
)JL, Decaisne maintains, seemingly with good reason, that to 
jombine into one genus the Apple, Pear, Quince, Sorb, and 
Mountain Ash, as done by Linnaeus and followed by the latest 
luthorities, is to misconceive the laws of the natural system; 
3hat “ to unite generically these plants, which differ in the 
sharacter of their wood, the vernation of their leaves, their 
inflorescence, the aestivation of the corolla, and the structure 
of their fruit,” logically leads to the combination of all Po- 
macece into one genus. He accordingly restricts the genus 
Pyrus, or (restoring the classical orthography) Pirns, as did 
Tournefort and Jussieu, to the Pear proper. To the organo¬ 
graphy of this restricted genus, from the wood to the embryo, 
a full chapter is devoted. In the course of this the relative 
systematic value of characters observed is brought out. He 

1 Yet the Apple, which is iu the same case, does so. An interesting 
instance of this kind lately came under our notice, an apple from a Spitz- 
enherg tree, one half (at least as to the surface) Spilzenberg, the other 
half Russet, A tree of the latter fruit stood about 200 yards off. Several 
eases of this sort are known, in which, as in this, the division is into two 
exactly equal parts of the circumference, and the line of demarcation 
abrupt. This is quite unexpected, as the Secretary of the Smithsonian 
Institution, who sent us the fruit, remarked ; for as the styles and carpels 
were five, we should have expected the division to be into fifths, and ac¬ 
cording to the number of the stigmas which were acted upon by the for¬ 
eign pollen. It is, moreover, to be noticed that the action of the pollen 
in this case is manifest upon what is morphologically the calyx, not upon 
the pericarp. The apple we refer to was grown in the orchard of William 
Wicksham, of Washington County, Pennsylvania. — A. G. 
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notes tliat the vernation of the leaves is involute in Pyrus, 
but not in Cydonia, Mespilus, and Aria; that the cottony, 
leaved varieties, no less than the smooth ones, are glabrous 
in the seedling stage; that all varieties of the ei)nunot3i Vqslv 
blossom at Paris whenever, in the inontli of April, the mean 
temperature reaches about 10*^ Centignule, without perceptible 
difference between the earliest and tlie lateHt-riptming varie¬ 
ties ; that the aestivation of the corolla is ctmvolute in Cydo- 
nia, but imbricate in the Pear, although ordinarily <|uineuncial 
in other Pornacem (but in the two diagrams of Pcar-flowerg 
on Plato A, one has the quincuncial, i. c., in our view typically 
imbricativo aestivation of the corolla; in other, there is 
only one wholly outer and one inner petal, —a couibination of 
the quincuncial and the convolute ukhIch whi<*h ofUui occ’urs, 
but which need not be taken as the type of imbrication) ; that 
there are two ty|>e8 as to Him of the corolla in the common 
Pear, the smaller flowered type comprehtuuUng most of the 
cultivated varieties; that the odor of Pear-blosHoms is rather 
disagreeable than otherwise*, in contrast with those of Mains, 
which arc sweet-scented. Moreover, the anthers in tlje Pear 
genus are tinged with violet; them of the Apple genus are 
yellow. 

As to the morphology and development of the gymecium, 
Decaisne reproduces in full the note whiclj he published in 
the “Bulletin of the liotiinical Society of France” in 1857. 
From his investigation it appears that the five carpels in their 
early development are free and distinct in the contmvc centre 
of the flower; tliat at a later stage, when the concave recepta¬ 
cle has become much deej>cr, a cellular tissue develops from 
its base and inner face, moulds itself around and over the car¬ 
pels, 80 as separately to envelop them, except at their inner 
angle, while it carries tip the petals and stamens, and forms 
the perigynous disk upon which they are inserted ; tliis forms 
the core or central part of the flesh of the fruit, whic?h we 
have always regarded as receptacle, never ceasing to protest 
against the still prevalent notion (continued in the latest gen¬ 
eral works), that tihe cartilaginous or bony “ cells are “ en- 
docarp.” But, while we were disposed to regard the whole 
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exterior flesli as calyx, Professor Decaisne (no doubt cor¬ 
rectly) regards it as mainly receptacle or axis, an hypaii- 
thium which in common pears is largely a hypertrophy of the 
peduncle, after the fashion of Anacardium. 

In the proper Pear genus, the ovules never exceed a single 
pair ; this should therefore enter into the generic character. 

Theophrastus had already remarked that the older the 
Pear-tree, the more prolific, and every day’s experience con¬ 
firms the justice of this observation.” The gritty grains or 
lignified cells which are so abundant in the flesh of many 
sorts of pears are not wholly absent from any of them. To 
them is due the roughish surface of the skin, as contrasted 
with the smooth skin of apples. It is curious to remark that 
Meyen, in his “ Pflanzen-Pathologie,” considered the gritty 
grains to be a disease which attacked pears and quinces. 

It appears that pear-growers are able to produce fruits of 
abnormal size by supporting the growing pear from under¬ 
neath, instead of allowing it to hang on the peduncle. M. 
Decaisne has seen Poires de Livre of a kilogram, Glou- 
inorceau of 600 grams, and a Chaumontel of 700 grams 
weight, produced in this way. 

The testa of all Pomaceous seeds is smooth and more or 
less mucilaginous, except of a Photinia, in which it is retic¬ 
ulated. The cotyledons are accumbent relative to the rhaphe, 
except in a Photinia, Cotoneaster, Pyracantha (^CratcBgus 
Fyracantha^ Pers.), and Eriobotrya, in which they are incum¬ 
bent. At fiirst there is a thin layer of albumen, which disap¬ 
pears at maturity of the seed. 

Pears are commonly grafted upon a Quince stock. But it 
is confidently asserted, and generally supposed, that there are 
more than forty varieties which absolutely refuse this union, 
and which are therefore managed by subgrafting upon a Pear 
stock of a proper sort which has itself been engrafted upon 
the Quince. But, as Professor Decaisne remarks, horticul¬ 
turists are too apt to generalize their impressions and to limit 
nature to the narrow horizon of their own practice. Upon 
the first trial of the experiment under his own observation, he 
succeeded with twenty of these antipathetic varieties without 
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the least difficulty; but some (amoug which are the Clairgeau 
and the Bose) obstinately refuse to unite with the Quince 
stock. He naturally discredits the assertion made by Cabanis 
and by Downing (cited by Darwin), that when certain pears 
are grafted on the Quince, their seeds produce trees of types 
different from those which they do when they are raised upon 
a Pear stock. Decaisne found, as already stated, that Pear- 
seeds produce indifferently new varieties in any case; that 
these varieties are not at all fixed into races. He regards as 
wholly unproven all the assertions that the fruit is ameliorated 
or in any degree altered by grafting upon a Quince or any 
other stock. He records a very exceptional instance in which 
the antipathy of the Pear to the Apple as a stock was so far 
overcome that the graft survived at least six years, but with¬ 
out vigor, and bore fruit; still this antipathy confirms the 
generic difference between Pyrus and Malus. 

We must pass over the sections on the diseases of the Pear, 
and the parasitic plants and insects hurtful to it; while as to 
that on the classification of the Pears of cultivation, we may 
mention merely the conclusion, which is, that a natural classi¬ 
fication of Pears is thus far an impossibility; and that in 
practice nothing better can be done than to follow the exam¬ 
ple of the older pomologists, who arranged them according to 
the period of ripening. A general list of the adopted names 
of the published varieties of cultivated Pears, alphabetically 
arranged, fills four pages of the volume. A list of their syno¬ 
nyms, in which each is referred to the adopted name, fills over 
12 pages ! Then follows a list of pears classed according to 
the period of maturing, and in which the best varieties are 
designated. 

Pinally comes a botanical monograph of the genus Pyrus, 
with a full generic character, and descriptions and figures of 
the races^ as he would term them, considering as he does all 
known forms of the restricted genus as a single and very 
polymorphous species. 

The six races are: 1. The Celtic, Proles Armoricana^ of 
three quasi-species, P, cordata^ Poissieriana, and longipes. 
2. The Germanic, Proles Germanica^ or Pyrus communis^ 
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including our common pears, both pear-shaped and apple¬ 
shaped, both forms being often met with upon the same 
tree.’’ Under this head Professor Decaisne gives some inter¬ 
esting i)ages upon the history of the cultivation of pears in 
Franco, which cannot be ancient, and of cider (perry) as 
a drink. It appears that it took the place of beer in the 
north of Prance in the fifteenth century or later, and is now 
giving way to wine and perhaps beer again; and that pears 
would have disappeared before this from a part of Normandy, 
were it not that they are carried in immense quantities to 
Epernay, where they are used in the manufacture of cham¬ 
pagne. 3. The Hellenic Ilace, which comprises P. parvijlora 
and three other subspecies. 4. The Pontic Pace, P. salici- 
folia and its allies. 5. The Indian Pace, P. JPashia and 
its relatives. 6. The Mongolian Pace, P. Smensis and its 
varieties. As one turns over the excellent plates one can 
hardly be persuaded that such extremely diverse forms can 
practically be regarded as of one species. 

A list of the species remanded from Pyrus to other genera 
shows that the result of our author’s prolonged and sagacious 
study is to increase the genera about as much as he diminishes 
the species of the Linnman Pyrus. 

A detailed analysis of Decaisne’s monograph of the genus 
Pyrus was given in this Journal (3 ser., iv. 489, Dec., 1872). 
Some of the views taken in that work are fully expounded in 
the present paper, ^ which embracing the results of a prolonged 
study of an important group, by a botanist of great experience 
and ability, is worthy of particular attention. As the veteran 
author states it: — 

‘‘ My principal object is here to call the attention of bota¬ 
nists to certain characters which have been neglected in sys¬ 
tematic works, by the aid of which the ancient genera merged 
in Pyrus by most of the recent systematisfcs may be neatly 
circumscribed. Such is the constancy and the value of these 
characters that the details of organization peculiar to each 
generic group may be expressed by very general propositions, 

^ Memoire sur la Famille des Pomacees, Par J. Decaisne (NouveUes 
Archives du Mus^m, x. pp. 113, 192). Paris, 1875. 
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wHcli is the very object of a good method. Indeed, when a 
special organization is common to a large number of different 
plants, it is evident that comparatively slight but constant 
modifications of this structure ought to be particularly attended 
to; and this proposition seems to be especially true of the 
Pomacem.^^ M. Decaisne puts foremost his strongest point 
when he declares of the Quince, that the nature of its bark 
and wood, its prefoliation, inflorescence, the aestivation of the 
corolla, the structure of the ovary and of the fruit differ es¬ 
sentially from that of the Pears, among which certain bota¬ 
nists still class it.” Eather than combine the Quince and the 
Japan Quince with Pyrus, we are confident that botanists 
will generally accept his Docynia, along with Chaenomeles 
Lindl. and Cydonia, as independent genera. The same may 
be said of Mespilus; and it must be allowed that the charac¬ 
ter which Kunth had noticed and which Decaisne has turned 
to account, that of the deformation of one of the ovules which 
becomes a kind of stipitate hood for the other, being common 
to it and to Crataegus, indicates a relationship to the latter 
genus rather than to Pyrus. Much nicer and more question¬ 
able characters are assigned to the genera here re-established 
from Pyrus in the Candollean sense, to which we are in this 
generation accustomed. These are, Aronia, Pers., our Choke- 
berry (in which eight species are set up from what we take to 
be a single polymorphous one); Sorbus, Tourn., the Mountain 
Ash (the synonym S. microcarpa omitted from S. Americana^ 
and /S', sambucifolia is still taken to belong only to our west¬ 
ern coast, whereas it extends across the continent); Aria, 
Host., the Beam Trees, all of the Old World; Torminaria, 
Eoem., for Pyrus torminalis ; also Cormus, Spach, for Sot- 
bus domestica^lj.^ the Service-tree of Europe, with Pyrus 
trilobata^ DC., and an allied species; Micromeles, a new genus 
for four Himalayan species thus far little known; lastly, 
Malus, Tourn. Here it is to be observed that M. diversifolia 
is held to be distinct from M. rivularis; and that a subgenus, 
Chloromeles, proposed for AT. angustifolia^ our narrow-leaved 
Crab-Apple, thus widely separated from M. coronaria^ on 
account, as is stated, of its reddish anthers and the structure 
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of the disk. Pyrus, Tourn., is thus brought down to the 
Pear; and this, as Decaisne had formerly announced, to a 
single collective species, of six geographical proles or forms. 
We continue to write Pyrus from old habit and custom, not 
doubting, however, that Pirns is the correct orthography. 

Of Amelanchier, following Lindley, there are enumerated 
twelve species, six for the Old World and six for North 
America, and there are names for four more. Without being 
able to clear them up (and no wonder), Decaisne thinks that 
they may be distinguished into at least three groups, charac¬ 
terized by the distinct or united styles, and the glabrous or 
downy ovaries. We are continually impressed with the idea 
that there must be three or four American species, and the 
seeds may aid in their definition. But thus far the characters 
elude investigation. Peraphyllum, Nutt., referred by Ben- 
tham and Hooker to Amelanchier, has not been studied by 
Decaisne. When he examines the excellent specimens in 
flower and in fruit, which Mr. Siler has supplied from south¬ 
ern Utah, he will conclude that the genus must certainly be 
reinstated. The likeness is only in the peculiar structure of 
the fruit. 

As respects the remaining genera, the difference between 
this monograph and the disposition in Bentham and Hooker’s 
“ Genera Plantarum” is mainly this: Eriobotrya, with its bac¬ 
cate fruit (what is termed endocarp reduced to a soft pellicle), 
large turgid seeds with thickened cotyledons, and undulate 
petals, is upheld as a good genus ; Heteromeles is adopted 
from J. Eoemer for the Californian PTiotinia arhutifolia^ 
and a second (probably not good) species, H. Fremontiana^ 
is added. The characters appear to be the 10 instead of 20 
stamens, in pairs opposite the calyx-lobes, their filaments 
dilated at base and somewhat monadelphous. In the tabular 
conspectus the petals are said to have ‘‘ prefloraison tordue,” 
but in the generic character it is sestivatione imbricativa vel 
convolutiva,” the latter term with the Erench botanists mean¬ 
ing the same as imbricated, only more enrolling. The diagram 
represents the whole five petals with one edge covered, i, e., 
‘Hordue” or contorted (or, as we say, convolute), and so we 
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find them in all the flower-buds now examined. But before 
adopting the genus it may be weU to examine the PKotinice 
generally. Photinia, of which P. serrulata is the type, is 
characterized as having imbricative aestivation, and Decaisne’s 
diagram represents it as regularly (i. e., quincunciaUy) so. 
But in P. pTunifolia and in P. Blumei we find occasionally 
only one exterior petal, and the four others successively over¬ 
lapping in the contorted ” way; and in one of Wallich’s 
specimens of P. integrifolict the first flower-bud inspected 
showed the contorted ” aestivation complete. This is also 
the case in P. duhia (in one of Hooker’s and Thompson’s 
Khasyia specimens), and this Decaisne refers to Eriobotrya, 
which has imbricative aestivation. Next is Pourthiaea, a new 
genus of eleven Japanese and Indian species, the type being 
PTiotinia arguta,^ villosa^ Icevis^ etc., and the character, among 
others, “ aestivatione contorta.” But we as commonly find 
one petal wholly exterior. So we think it evident that the 
aestivation of the corolla furnishes no characters for the divi¬ 
sion of the genus Photinia. 

Finally, as to the proper stone-fruited genera, Pyracantha 
is adopted from J. Eoemer for Crataegus Pyracantha and 
an allied Indo-Chinese species, and placed near Cotoneaster; 
and a character not before used is introduced, namely, the 
position of the cotyledons, which in this genus are, as regards 
the rhaphe, accumbent. 

There are eight plates, six of them filled with admirable 
dissections, neatly done upon stone by Eiocreux from the 
author’s sketches. 


ENGELMANN’S NOTES ON THE GENUS YUCCA.^ 

This modest title comprises the principal results of Dr. 
Engelmann’s long study of a difficult genus of plants. Pur¬ 
suing his botanical investigations now for many years only 

1 Notes on the Genus Yucca, By George Engelmann, in Trans. St. Louis 
Acad. iii. St. Louis, 1873. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 ser., 
vL 468.) 
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in the intervals and spare moments of a busy and exacting 
professional life. Dr. Engelmann has made them tell most 
effectively and advantageously upon the science which num¬ 
bers him as a distinguished votary, by taking up one subject 
at a time and investigating it as thoroughly as possible. In 
this way he has mastered, in turn, our Cuscutce (upon which 
his earliest essay was published in this Journal, thirty-one 
years ago, and his latest was a full monograph of all the 
known species throughout the world), our Cactacece^ our Mis¬ 
tletoes, Euphorbias, Junci, Callitriches, etc., not to speak of 
several other genera or groups, or taking account of his sedu¬ 
lous and long-continued study of our Oaks, and, above all, of 
our Coniferce. Nor need we look to this as the close of the 
series, hut rather see before him “ fresh fields and pastures 
new,’’ and wish for him more time to expatiate in them. 
Upon the principle “ to him that hath shall be given,” he well 
deserves it, as having accomplished far more in these rescued 
moments than others who could mainly devote their days as 
well as nights to scientific work. Almost without exception 
these monographs relate to difficult subjects, and such as re¬ 
quire long-protracted investigation. This is also true of the 
present essay upon the genus Yucca. It is not a large one, 
only a dozen species being clearly made out; but those of 
long cultivation in Europe have been much confused, and 
recent ones described without flowers, while fruit is rarely 
formed out of their native stations, and dried specimens of 
any completeness are difficult to make, so that means of com¬ 
parison are much restricted. 

The true anthesis, as is now shown, is nocturnal, the flowers 
remaining half closed during the day. The anthers, with 
comparatively large and few grains of glutinous pollen, open 
rather earlier than the flower. The tips of the style, which 
were naturally taken for stigmas, are now shown to be func¬ 
tionless, the stigmatic surface being the moist and glutinous 
lining of a stylar tube, which extends downward nearly to the 
cells of the ovary and even communicates directly with them. 
As soon as it became evident that fertilization must depend 
upon nocturnal insects, it was found that they were most fre- 
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quently and regularly visited by white moths, which, usually 
in pairs, disported in the open flowers at dusk, and were found 
quietly ensconced in them when closed in the day-time.’’ 
Professor Kiley of St. Louis, the distinguished entomologist, 
was at this point associated with Dr. Engelmann in the inves¬ 
tigation. The result has been given to the scientific world in 
his interesting memoir on Pronuha yuccasella^ first read at 
the Dubuque meeting of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, in August, 1872, and now also pub¬ 
lished, as a sequel to Dr. Engelmann’s monograph, in the 
“ Transactions of the St. Louis Academy.” 

“The rootstock of all the Yuccas is, under the name of 
‘ Amole,’ an important article in a Mexican household, being 
everywhere used as a substitute for soap, as it is replete with 
mucilaginous and saponaceous matter, probably a substance 
analogous to the saponine of the Saponaria root. It is curious 
to learn that the negroes of the coast of South Carolina 
repeatedly destroyed Dr. Mellichamp’s carefully observed 
clumps of Yuccas, in order to obtain the saponaceous root- 
stock.” In Colorado Territory we found that Yucca angusti- 
folia is as generally called “ Soap-plant ” as is the Chloro- 
galum in California. 

While the nature of the fruit, whether capsular or baccate, 
is a tribal character in LiliacBoe generally, Yucca has both 
kinds; and Dr. Engelmann turns this character, with accom¬ 
panying differences in seeds, to good account in the systematic 
arrangement of the species. The common “ Spanish bayonet,” 
JT. aloifolia of the Southern States, and some related Texan 
and Mexican species, represent the pulpy - fruited section; 
Y, hrevifolia^ which ranges across the Arizonian border of 
the United States, has a spongy indehiscent pod, probably at 
first more or less drupaceous; while the Bear-Grass, Y.fila- 
mentosa^ and its allies bear a dry capsule. It may here be 
recorded that the name JT. canaliculata of Hooker must re¬ 
place that of Y, Treculiana of Carriere, the latter being a 
name published without characters, in 1858, the former de¬ 
scribed and figured in 1860, in the “ Botanical Magazine.” 
The prince of Yuccas must be Yucca haccata^ which, in its 
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mriety minimUs, forms trees twenty-five to thirty feet high, 
and two or tliree feet in diameter, with ten or a dozen 
branelioH;’ or gometimt^s reaches to even fifty feet of elevation 
according to the late i>r. (*regg, although the most northern 
form <d it is almost stmuleas. Its pulpy fruits are savorj’*, 
like dates,lire eaten fresh hy both wliites and Indians, and 
are cured by the latter for whiter provisions. They also make 
a stew of the flower - buds and flowers, which Dr. Palmer 
found to be pleasant and nourishing. The seeds are said to 
be actively purgative. The fibers of the leaves are used for 
cordage, the trunks for palings, or are riven into slabs for the 
coverings of huts, and tlio tender top of the stem is roasted 
and eaten. 

Professor Riley’s curious paper upon tluj mutual relations 
of Yuccas witli Pronuba, a Tineidcous moth that does the 
work of iK>llination, will be read with interest. 


RUSKIN’S PROSERPINA. 

Mm Rubkin, “ having been privileged to found the School 
of Art in the University of Oxford,” now proposes to found a 
new school of Ixitany.^ Of course, it will be a vagarious 
EchooL One crying evil to bo remedied is that there are 
generally from thret^ or four up to two dozen Latin names 
current for every flower,” and the most current and authori¬ 
tative names ” are “ of the devil’s own contriving.” This is 
not seemly. As Wesley would not allow the devil to have 
the singing of all the good tunes, so neither will Ruskin allow 
him to have the naming of all the sweet flowers. He proposes 
to substitute boldly . . . other generic names for the plants 
thus faultfuUy hitherto titled.” He ‘‘ will not even name the 
cases in which they have been made,” but will mask those 
which there was real occasion to alter by sometimes giving 
new names in cases where there was no necessity of such kind.” 

* Premerpimf Studies of Wayside Flowers, etc. By John Ruskin. 
Lemdon and New York, 1875. (The Nation, No. 528, August 12,1875.) 
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That is to say, the evil of a redundancy of botanical names is 
to be overcome by making more, some of them avowedly need¬ 
less ; and innocent names are to suffer, lest bad ones should 
become notorious by being discarded without company. For 
it appears that the diabolical names to be sent to their own 
place in this reform are not discarded because they are 
cacophonous, although that is the common charge, but because 
they are immoral. Of the two evils to be dealt with, the first 
is simply a superfluity of Latin names; the second, and the 
worse, a superfluity of naughtiness. As Mr. Euskin forcibly 
puts it: — 

“ The second, and a much more serious one, is of the devil’s 
own contriving (and, remember, I am always quite serious 
when I speak of the devil), namely, —that the most current 
and authoritative names are apt to be founded on some un¬ 
clean or debasing association, so that to interpret them is to 
defile the reader’s mind.” 

This reminds us of the fine lady who thanked Dr. Johnson 
for omitting indelicate words from his dictionary, to whom the 
blunt moralist rejoined: I perceive, madam, that you have 
been looking for them.” Now, if the case be really as it is 
represented, the sound practical axiom, “ Quieta non movere,” 
would seem to suggest the proper treatment; for his purposes, 
one would think the Latin and Greek names might be left 
untranslated; and the reform might begin, and end, with the 
popular English names, — almost the only ones the author 
may need to use, — some of which are coarse and vulgar 
enough. Indeed, as to botanical generic names, far from find¬ 
ing any confirmation of Mr. Euskin’s sweeping charges, we 
can recall barely one or two the translation or etymology of 
which would be embarrassing at the parlor-table. Moreover, 
if the following passages really refer to “nomenclature” 
(though terminology seems to be meant), our author, upon his 
ovnn showing, need not. waste his time in the endeavor to 
reform it: — 

“ The mass of useless nomenclature, now mistaken for sci¬ 
ence, win fall away, as the husk of a poppy falls from the 
bursting flower. . . . When the science becomes approxi- 
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mately perfect, all known plants will be properly figured, so 
that nobody need' describe them, and unknown plants will be 
so rare that nobody will care to learn a new and difficult 
language in order to give an account of what in all probability 
be will never see.” 

Well, for that matter, the English Botany, in its various 
editions, furnishes fairly good figures of all British plants; 
and the “ Botanical Magazine ” — a page of an early number 
of which, eighty years old, is gibbeted by Mr. Euskin — has 
gone on to figure more than 6000 cultivated exotics, and is 
continuing at the rate of nearly a hundred a year; so that 
our author’s ideal is practically all but realized already. 
There are wellnigh pictures enough, if one knows how and 
where to find them. And it amusingly appears, from Mr. 
Euskin’s trouble with St. Bruno’s Lily at the beginning, and 
from his investigation of moss further on, as well as from 
scattered statements, that his mode of proceeding in syste¬ 
matic botany is the simple one of searching high and low for 
a picture to match the specimen in hand. Accordingly, it is 
not surprising that his “botanical studies were, when [he] 
had attained the age of fifty, no further advanced than the 
reader will find them in the opening chapter of this book.” 

As to this, the conclusions which the reader will draw are 
all along anticipated by the author. Next to the pervading — 
well — bumptiousness, nothing is so prominent in the book as 
the profession, not to say the parade, of ignorance of the topics 
treated. As to “ the elements of the science of botany,” “ I 
can scarcely say that I have yet any tenure of it myself.” 
“ And, meanwhile I don’t know very clearly so much as what 
a root is or what a leaf is.” “ Some one said of me once, very 
shrewdly. When he wants to work out a subject, he writes a 
book on it. . . . This book will be nothing but processes. I 
don’t mean to assert anything positively in it, from the first 
page to the last. Whatever I say is to be understood only as 
a conditional statement — liable to and inviting correction. 
And this the more because, as on the whole I am at war with 
the botanists, I can’t ask them to help me, and then call them 
names afterwards,” So “for many reasons, I am forced to 
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print the imperfect statement, as I can independently shape it.” 
To get at the facts, I should Lave to write a dozen of letters 
before I could print a line, and the line at last would be only 
like a bit of any other botanical book — trustworthy, it might 
be perhaps, but certainly unreadable.” The convene is pre¬ 
ferred. lieadable it certainly is, and in its way intei*esting, 
not so much for what it tells about botany as for what it tells 
about Mr. Kuskin; and the art student, out of the abundance 
of golden chaff, may pick some grains of knowledge that might 
not otherwise fall iix his way. But the seeker of botanical 
information must glean warily, especially where the author 
grows positive. For almost the only instance in which he 
does pronounce decidedly happens to be a vexed question in 
vegetable physiology, and there is reason to fear that he de¬ 
cides it wrongly. At least the recent investigators who have 
had the matter in hand in the way of experimental inquiry, 
will not agree with him that the plant can get water from the 
atmosphere directly and “ for the most part does so; though 
when it cannot get water from the air, it will gladly drink by 
its roots.” Still “ our natural and honest mistakes will often 
be suggestive of things we could not have discovered but by 
wandering.” Very likely; but why invite h^arners to go forth 
with him upon his wanderings? In many a book the want of 
sufficient knowledge is pleaded as an excuse; in this, it is 
paraded as a recommendation. Ignorance, no doubt, has its 
uses; but it is questionable wliether teaching is altogether 
the best use to put it to. As the member of Parliament who 
yawned desperately while delivering his speech was thought 
to trench upon the privilege of his hearers, so the students of 

Proserpina ” may complain that the i)laying of the role both 
of teacher and learner at once involves some incongruity and 
inconveniences. 

The second part of Proserpina ” has just come to hand. 
It treats of the leaf and the flower, in a discursive and oracular 
way, leading into sesthetical questions, where we need not 
follow and do not greatly admire. Now and then a scientific 
topic is taken up, and the point missed, as usual. Treating 
of foliage and its office, we are bid to think awhile of its dark 
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clear green, and the good of it to you.” We look for an ex¬ 
position of the fact, in which the whole meaning of vegetation 
inheres, that leaves under the sun’s influence create all the 
food of the world, and are therefore the basis of all animal 
existence. Instead of which we have: — 

‘‘ Scientifically, you know, green in leaves is owing to ‘ chlo¬ 
rophyll,’ or, in English, to ‘ green leaf.’ It may be very fine 
to know that; but my advice to you, on the whole, is to rest 
content with the general fact that leaves are green when they 
do not grow in or near smoky towns, and not by any means 
to rest content with the fact that very soon there will not be 
a green leaf in England, but only greenish-black ones. . . . 
Well, this much the botanists really know and tell us” — 
that vegetation is made chiefly of the breath of animals. 
... So that you may look upon the grass and forests of the 
earth as a kind of green hoar-frost, frozen upon it from our 
breath, as, on the window j)anes, the white arborescence of 
ice.” 

Mr. liuskiu evidently has no idea of the essential indepen¬ 
dence of the vegetable kingdom ; that, as all the carbon of the 
breath of animals comes from plants, so they, in their decay, 
would furnish this material for succeeding vegetation perhaps 
as rapidly, on the whole, without the intervention of animals. 
At most, the latter somewhat expedite the decomposition. 

“ But how is it made into wood ? ” As to that and matters 
therewith connected, ‘‘ under the impression that it had been 
ascertained, and that I could at any time know all about it, 
I have put off till to-day the knowing of anything about it at 
all. But I will really endeavor now to ascertain something, 
and take to my botanical books accordingly.” 

Behold the result of the cram, “the gist of the matter”: — 

“Hence generally, I think we may conclude thus much, 
that at every pore of its surface, under ground and above, the 
plant in the spring absorbs moisture, which instantly disperses 
itself through its whole system ‘ by means of some permeable 
quality of the membranes of the cellular tissue invisible to our 
eyes even by the most powerful glasses ’; that in this way 
subjected to the vital power of the tree, it becomes sap, prop- 
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erly so called, which passes downwards through this cellular 
tissue, slowly and secretly; and then upwards, through the 
great vessels of the tree, violently, Btretehing out the supple 
twigs of it as you see a flaccid water-pipe swell and move 
when tho cock is turned to fill it. And the tree becomes lit¬ 
erally a fountain, of which tho Bi)ringing streamlets are clothed 
with new-woven gariuents of green tissue, and of winch tho 
silver spray stays in tho sky — a spray, now, id leaves.’* 

Then as to the blossom : Tho flower exists for its own 
sake, not for tho fruit’s sake. . . . But tho flower is tho end 
of tho seed, not tho seed of tho flower.” ‘‘ Tho corolla leatls 
and is tho object of final purpose. Tlio Btamens and tho 
treasuries [Mr. Ruskin’s new tenn for pistils] are only them 
in order to produce future corollas.” Without critieising any¬ 
body’s notion of final causes, wo only notice how Mr. Kuskin 
fails to make his own point. lie has seen among tho specu¬ 
lations of modern science, several, lately, not uningeinous, and 
highly industrious, on the subject of tho relation of eoh^r 
in flowers to insects, to selective development,'* etc. And ho 
proceeds to intimate that oven Mr. Darwin must l>e ranked 
among ‘‘ th(5 mcm of semi-faculty or s(‘mi-edtieation who are 
more or less incapable of so mtuih as secung, mucdi less think¬ 
ing about color,” etc., referring merely to tho lutterV spcHuda- 
tions upon the ocelli of the Argus Plieasant, in blisHful igno- 
ranee, it would seem, that he has to deal with Mr. Darwin 
upon this very subject of <*ol{»r and use in flowers, and that ho 
is not prepared even to state his own side of the question. 


EMERSON’S TREES AND SHRITBS OF MASSACIIUSETTS. 

Tree-lore^ is no longer confined to tho few,and iMKiks like 
this address a large and various audience, or will do so when 
they become better known. Mr. Emerson’s original volume 

^ A R4^mt m th€ Trees ami Shrub» af MmmehmeUs^ growing aatiimlly 
in the imm1» of Massiwhasafcte. By Georg© B. Kmenon. 2d «d. 

1875. (Th© Nition, No. 53% October 8,1875.) 
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was published twenty-five years ago, agreeably to an order 
of the Legislature, by the Commissioners on the Zoological 
and Botanical Survey of the State ” of Massachusetts, being 
a supplement to the Geological Survey of that period, prose¬ 
cuted under Edward Everett’s governorship. It was the most 
popular report of the series, and the edition was ere long 
exhausted. When this came to pass — without waiting for 
the new survey which the State last year canxe near authori^r 
ing but failed to do so — Mr. Emerson, unassisted, set about 
the preparation of a new edition, devoted several years to it, 
and to the study of what had been done for the preservation 
and utilization of forests in the Old World, and for tlioir 
waste and destruction hero in tlie New; and lie has at lengtli 
brought out this se(».(>nd edition, in two goodly octavo volumes, 
illustrated and adorned by a larg(‘, number of widl-oxccuted 
plates. These being interspersed through the pages, imnum- 
bered, and nowhere enumerated, the only way of ascertaining 
their actual amount was to count them. We find 144 plates, 
of various kinds and merits. The least satisfying to us 
are those of portraitistic or scenic character, borrowed from 
tlie German ‘‘Der Wald ” and the very French ‘‘Vegetable 
World ” of Figuier; yet to others these may be the most 
attractive. Very good, though unpretending, are figures, 
mainly in outline, contributed by Mr. Isaac Sprague to the 
first edition, here reproduced. Best of all are those contrib¬ 
uted by the same hand to the new edition, original figures of 
the foliage, flowers, and fruit of many of our trees and shrubs 
not before illustrated, transferred from Sprague’s drawings to 
stone, and printed in colors. The plates representing our two 
northern Azaleas, the lioxbury Waxwork (as they name it 
around Boston), the Virginian Creeper in its autumn dress; 
the Bed Maple, both in vernal and autumnal robes; and the 
Flowering Raspberry, from which seemingly one may almost 
shako the mountain dew, are good illustrations of what may 
be done in this way. Hand-coloring is too expensive, and 
chromo-lithography can really be turned to excellent account 
in its place for natnral-history illustrations, whatever bo its 
merits or demerits in other regions of art. The letter-press 
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we find is a reprint of tlie first edition, as to the descriptive 
part. The popular descriptions seem to have hit the mark. 

Mr. Emerson’s instructions and apinmls for the planting 
and care of trees, and for the renovation of our womls, wher¬ 
ever practicable and profitable, are worthy of all attention, as 
his efforts in this regard are worthy of all honor. They began 
long ago, and have been redoubled now in his latcu' years, in 
this work and elsewhere. The memorial addressed to the 
President and Congress by the American Assmnation for the 
Advancement of Science ho took a largo part in preparing; 
and his personal furtherance of it at Wasliingion, of whi<!h 
he makes modest mention in the profaci*, may yet \m fruit¬ 
ful of benefit It may not be improper to adil that the only 
permanently endowed arboretum in America—the Armdd 
Arboretum, entrusted to Harvard University — owes its ex- 
istenoe to our author’s thoughtfulness and ^nse of the im¬ 
portance of tree-culture* 


DARWIN’S INSECTIVOROUS PLANTS.^ 

Tins long expected work appeared last autumn, was imme¬ 
diately reprinted by the American puhlislu^rs, ami before this 
time has been so widely read that no detailed account of it is 
at all necessary. Its main topic is Droscra or Sundew, ui>on 
which the vast number and diversity of the (dmervations and 
experiments — at once simple, sagacious, and telling—-which 
it records, are about as wonderful as the results. As Ui the 
latter, it is established beyond question that the common 
Sundews are efficient fly-catchers; that the stalked glands, or 
tentacles as Mr. Darwin terms them, are sensitive and turn 
inward or oven in other required directions in resiionse to 
irritation ; that they equally respond and move in oliedience 
to a stimulus propagated from a distance through other ten-- 
and across the whole width of the leaf; that the sensi- 

1 Itmdwormm Plants. By Charles Darwis. and Ntw York, 

1875, (Amexmn Jeanml of Seienoe aad Arts, 3 sar., xi, 69.) 
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tiveness belongs only to tbe glands and tips of the tentacles, 
but is propagated thence down their stalks and across the 
blade of the leaf through the cellular tissues; that they accu¬ 
rately and delicately discriminate animal or other nitrogenous 
matter from anything else; that the glands absorb such mat¬ 
ter ; that when excited by contact, or by the absorption of 
nitrogenous matter by the viscid enveloping liquid, an acid 
secretion is poured out and a ferment analogous to pepsin, 
the two together dissolving animal matter; so that the office 
and action of these glands are truly analogous to those of the 
glands of the stomach of animals. Finally, that animal or 
nitrogenous matter, thus absorbed and digested in the glands, 
is taken in, and conveyed from cell to cell through the tenta¬ 
cles into the body of the leaf, was made evident by ocular 
inspection of the singular changes in the protoplasm they con¬ 
tain. So particularly have the investigations been made and 
so conscientiously recorded, that the account of those relating 
to one species of Sundew, Drosera rotundifolia., fills 277 
pages of the English edition, or more than half of the book. 
After all it ends with the remark: “ and we see how little 
has been made out in comparison with what remains unex¬ 
plained and unknown.” The briefer examination of six other 
Sundews follows, some of them equally and others less effi¬ 
ciently fly-catchers and feeders. 

Dionsea is next treated, but with less detail. Indeed, ex¬ 
cept as to the particular nature of the secreted digesting fluid, 
there is little in this chapter that had not been made out or 
already become familiar here. That the secretion has diges¬ 
tive powers, and that it is reabsorbed along with whatever 
has been digested, is now proved beyond reasonable doubt. 
That the motor impulse is conveyed through the cellular par¬ 
enchyma, and not through the vascular bundles, or spiral ves¬ 
sels, and that the latter do not originate the secretion, as Eees 
and Wills in a recent paper seem to suppose they must, ap¬ 
pears to beUhown by the facts, and was antecedently probable. 
“ The wonderful discovery made by Dr. Burdon Sanderson is 
now universally known: namely, that there exists a normal 
electrical current in the blade and footstalk, and that when 
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the leaves are irritated the current is disturbed in the same 
manner as takes plaeo during the contraction of tlui muscle of 
an animal.” The coneluBion here needs to bo ehetdccd by 
parallel experiments, to see whether the same rtiversion of 
current does not take i)laee whenevc^r a part of any leaf or 
green shoot is forcibly bent tipon itself. 

Aldroranda TemvidoHa,^ of the Drosera family, ‘‘maybe 
called a miniature atjuatie l>iomea;” for, as discovi'red by 
Stein in 1873, “the bilobed leaves open under a Bufikdently 
high temperature, and when touched suddenly close.” Ikdng 
submerged, their prey is confhu'd to miimte aquatic animals. 
For want of proper material and opportunity, Mr. Darwin 
was able to follow up only for a little way tin* observationH oi 
Stein and Colm, — enough, however, to nhtm that it also eajs. 
tures and consumes animals, but perhaps avails iimdf of the 
nitrogenous matter only when passing into deeay. 

Drosophyllum, a rare representative of the onler, confined 
to Portugal and Morocco, grows on the sides of dry lulls near 
Oporto; so that, as to station, it is the very counti^rpart of 
Aldrovanda. Its leaves are long and slendm% in the manner 
of our I)r()H(rafd{formiH^ and are covered with imudi larger 
glands. To these, files adhere in vast numbtu's. “ The latter 
fact is well known to the villagers, who call the plant the 
‘ flynuitcher,’ and hang it up in tludr cottages for this purpose,’^ 
Mr. Darwin found the glands incapable of movement, ami 
their behavior in some other respects differs from that of 
Drosera; but they ecpuilly secrete a digestivi!* juice. Inscicts 
usually drag off this secretion insteml of lK*ing fixed on the 
glands by it; but their fate is no better; for as the p<K)r ani¬ 
mal crawls on and these viscid drops bedaub it on all sides, it 
sinks down at hmgth exhausted or dead, and rests on a still 
more numerotis set of small sessile glands which thi<^kly cover 
the whole surface of the leaf. These were till then dry and 
inert, but as soon as animal matter thus comes in contact 
with them, they also secrete a digestive juice, whicli, as Mr. 
Darwin demonstrated, has the power of dissolving bits of 
coagulated albumen, cartilage, or meat, with even greater 
readiness than that of Drosera. 


BARWmS INSECTIVOROUS PLANTS, 


209 


Mr. Darwin next records various observations and experi¬ 
ments upon more ordinary glandular hairs of several plants. 
To certain Saxifrages his attention was naturally called, on 
account of the presumed relationship of Droseracece to this 
genus. He declares that ‘‘ their glands absorb matter from 
an infusion of raw meat, from solutions of nitrate and carbon¬ 
ate of ammonia, and apparently from decayed insects.’^ To 
such plants the vast number of little insects caught may not 
be useless, as they may be to many other plants (Tobacco, 
for instance) with sticky glands, in which Mr. Darwin could 
detect no power of absorption. The prevalent idea, that 
glandular hairs in general serve*merely as secreting or excret¬ 
ing organs, and are of small or no account to the plant, must 
now be reconsidered. Those of the common Chinese Primrose 
QPrimula Sinensis')^ although indifferent to animal infusions, 
were found to absorb quickly both the solution and vapor of 
carbonate of ammonia. Now, as rain-water contains a small 
percentage of ammonia, and the atmosphere a minute quan¬ 
tity of the carbonate or nitrate, and as a moderate-sized plant 
of this Primrose was ascertained (by estimate from a count 
on small measured surfaces by Mr. Francis Darwin) to bear 
between 2| to 3 millions of these glands, it begins to dawn 
upon us that these multitudinous organs are neither mere 
excrescences nor outlets, nor in any just sense insignificant. 

Mr. Darwin next investigates the densely crowded short 
glandular hairs, with their secretions, which form the buttery 
surface of the face of the leaves of Pinguicula, the Butter- 
wort. He finds that the leaves of the common Butterwort 
have great numbers of small insects adhering to them, as also 
grains of pollen, small seeds, etc.; that most substances so 
lodged or placed, if yielding soluble matter to the glands, 
excite them to increased secretion ; but that if non-nitrogenous 
the viscid fluid poured out is not at all acid, while if nitro¬ 
genous it invariably has an acid reaction and is more copious; 
that in this state it will quickly dissolve the muscles of insects, 
meat, cartilage, fibrin, curds of milk, etc.; that when the 
surface of a plane leaf is fed, by placing upon it a row of 
flies along one margin, this margin, but not the other, folds 
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over within twenty Iuhiyh to envelop them; and when placed 
on a medial lino, a little below the hjh'x, Imth mari^inn incurve, 
lie concludes that Pitii/tiicula vulijann^ with its Hinall roots, 
is not only supported to a large exUujt l>y the extraordinary 
number of inseets which it habitually i’liptures, but likowise 
draws some nourisbment from the jadlen, leaves, and seeds of 
other plants, whicdi oftt‘U adhere to its leavi‘s. It is therefore 
partly a vegetable as well m an animal femler.'* Tlie leaves 
in one or two other sjMjeies were found capable tif grtniti^r and 
more enduring inflertiou, ami the glands excitable to increamHl 
secretion even by bodies not yielding mduble nitrogenous 
matter. 

The aquatic tyim of this family is rtriculuria; and the 
hladder-lmring siwcies of this genus are to ringuicula nearly 
what Aldrovanda is to I>icma*a ami I )ros«*ra--tins bhnldcu^s 
imprisoning minute aquatic animals by a meelianism iilmoit 
as ingenious as that of IHomea itsidf. < Hmervatitms of the 
same kind were nmle in this country by Mrs. 'IVeai, of Vine- 
land, New Jersety, before Mr. Harwin’s investigiitions were 
nuwle known. These sulunerged aquatic stomachs, ever del¬ 
uged with water, apparently do imt really digest their eaji- 
tures, but merely alimirb the produets of their decay. 

The same must in all probability Im» saul <if such Pitcher- 
plants as Surraecinia and Darlingtonta, whicli Mr. Darwin 
mertdy alludes to at thi? close <if his vohtnte but dtw«s iml ttxmt 
of. Nepenthes, however, aceonling tti Dr. IltHiker's investi¬ 
gations, has attained a higher dignity, and eotivcrttal its pitcher 
into a stomEoln This paridlelisnt, timl this higher am! lower 
mode of appropriating organic prodticts by emdi of the ilirM 
well-marked carnivoroui families of plants, am highly iiig. 
gestive. 

In concluding this notiecj of a InKik for which wo have no 
room 'to do justice, — hut which is sum to Imi in the hands of 
many interest^ readers, — there is something to Im sajd in 
to the diioovery of the lure in some of our Sarrnceniaii. 
We have hy degrws to di«»ovcir our disoovemm. In this 
Jornmal, only so far ba<„!k as the numlntr for AugusI, 187S, is 
a notioe of the dis^very of a sweet seerc*tion nt the orifi^ of 
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tlie pitcher of Sarracenia by Mr. B. F. Grady, of Clin¬ 
ton, North Carolina (in the article by an oversight called 
“ Mr. Hill ”), which effectively lures flies to their destruction. 
This statement, made in a letter, had been for several months 
in our hands, awaiting the opportunity of confirmation, when 
an allusion to the same thing appeared in the English edition 
of LeMaout and Decaisne’s System of Botany, without refer¬ 
ence to any source, and on inquiry we learned that the author¬ 
ity for the statement was forgotten. But early in the follow¬ 
ing year, when the monograph of the order appeared in the 
last volume of De Candolle’s “ Prodromus,” a reference was 
found to a paper by Dr. Macbride in the Transactions of the 
Linnseaii Society. His observations (made upon S. vario- 
laris')^ it appears, were communicated to Sir J. E. Smith, 
read before the Linnsean Society in 1815, and published soon 
after. They are referred to by his surviving friend and 
associate, Eliott, in his well-known work, and therefore need 
not have gone to oblivion, or needed rediscovery here in our 
days by Mr. Grady and Dr. Mellichamp, the latter greatly 
extending our knowledge of the subject. Probably the main 
facts were all along popularly known in the regions these 
species affect, and where their use as fly-traps is almost im¬ 
memorial. But the gist of these remarks is, that a colleague 
has just called our attention to an earlier publication than 
that of Dr. Macbride, namely, an article on “ Certain Vege¬ 
table Muscicapae,” by Benjamin Smith Barton (one of our 
botanical fathers), published in ‘‘ Tilloch’s Philosophical 
Magazine ” for June, 1812. Among other matters not bear¬ 
ing directly upon this point, he says of Sarracenia, without 
reference to any particular species: “A honeyed fluid is 
secreted or deposited on the inner surface of the hollow leaves, 
near faux or opening; and this fluid allures great num¬ 
bers of the insects which they are found to contain into the 
ascidia.” 

Here is earlier publication by three years. Yet we suspect 
that Dr. Barton knew little about it at first hand, and we find 
clear evidence that he had not anticipated Dr. Macbride. All 
his references have an indefiniteness quite in contrast with 
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Dr. Macbride’s narrative; lie says that “ some if not all the 
species of the genus appear to possess a kind of glandular 
function,” without mentioning those that have it, or the 
absence of it in the only species growing around him at the 
north; and he adds that he ‘‘ was entirely unacquainted with 
this curious economy . . . when I published the first edition 
of my ‘ Elements of Botany,’ and even when I printed the 
appendix (in vol. i.) to the second edition of this work.” Now 
his paper is dated September 11, 1811; and the volume 
referred to, as just printed, is dated 1812. But Macbride 
states that his observations were chiefly made 1810 and 1811; 
he corresponded intimately with Eliott, through whom, if not 
directly, his observations would probably find their way at 
once to the Philadelphia naturalists. 


NAUDIN ON THE NATURE OP HEREDITY AND 
VARIABILITY IN PLANTS.^ 

Why is it the nature and essence of species to breed true, 
and why do species sometimes vary ? In other words, why is 
offspring like parent, and when unlike in certain particulars, 
what is the cause and origin of the difference? We com¬ 
monly and properly enough take these two associated yet 
opposed facts as first principles. But it is equally proper and 
legitimate to enquire after the cause of them. 

M. Naudin, a good many years ago, took up the study of 
hybrid plants, and followed up for a series of generations, 
the course of life of certain self-fertile ones, notably of Datura. 
We gave at the time an abstract of his observations of the 
manner in which the characters of two closely related common 
species, Y?. Stramonium and D. Tatula.^ were mixed, and in 
which the characters of the two began to separate in the close- 
bred progeny of the next generation, ending in a complete 
division of the amalgamated forms into those of the two con¬ 
stituent species after a few generations. 

1 American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 ser., xi. 163. 
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The ‘K/Oinptes Rendus’’ of September 27 and October 
4, 1875, contain an abstract of a paper communicated by M. 
Naiidin to the French Acaddmie dcs Sciences, of which the 
text was suggested by a hybrid between the wild Lactma 
mrosa and a variety of L. sathm^ the common Lettuce. The 
liybrid was an accidental one: its seeds were fully fertile; 
a great number of young plants were raised from them, of 
which twenty were preserved for full development and study. 
Like other hybrids the original showed no character which 
was not evidently derived from the two parents; and, fer- 
tiiized by its own pollen, the offspring all agreed in this 
respect, although they varied exceedingly among themselves 
in the division of the parental hei’itage, no two being quite 
alike. This exceeding vacillation between the two parental 
forms, but not overpassing the limits on either hand, — which 
Naudin finds to be the common charaetoristic of fertile 
hybrids, close-bred,—ho names disordered variation Qiianation 
(UHordimnee'). Ilis explanation is that the liybrid is a piece 
of living mosaic, that two specific natures are at strife in it; 
in the jirogeny each endeavors to reclaim its own, like seeks 
like; whence in the course of a very few generations (as he 
first showed in Datura) a segregation takes place, part of the 
progeny reverting completely to one ancestral type, part to the 
other. What Naudin now insists upon is that out of all this 
disturbance comes nothing now ; that there is here no varia¬ 
tion beyond the line of inheritance ; and therefore from cross¬ 
ing no possible development of species. 

To this proposition wo accede, so far as respects the direct 
consequence of crossing. To fill up the interval more or less 
between two forms or species with intermediate patterns .may 
tend to the fusion or confusion of the two, but not to the orig¬ 
ination of new forms or species. Although Naudin’s own 
experiments lead him to deny all tendency to variation over¬ 
passing these limits, we do not forget that his countryman, 
the late M. Vilmorin, — working in a different way and with 
another object, — arrived at a different conclusion. He suc¬ 
ceeded, as wa understand, in originating floricultural novelties 
from species which refused to vary per ac, by making a cross, 
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— not to infuse the character of the male parent, for he fer¬ 
tilized the progeny with the pollen of the female i)arent, and 
thus early bred out the other blood, but to induce variation, 
which, once initiated in the internal disoi^der consequent upon 
the crossing, was apt to proceed, or might be led on by selec¬ 
tion, to great lengths, according to Vilmorin. The variations 
in question, being mainly such as are sought in jfloriculture, 
may not have passed tlie line laid down by Naudin, or actually 
have introduced new features. But such plants would surely 
have no exemption from the ordinary liability to variation. 
If other plants vary, in the sense of producing something new, 
so may these. 

This brings us to another inference which Naudin draws. 
Having observed that his hybrids in their manifold variation 
exhibited nothing which was not derivable from their im¬ 
mediate ancestry, he directly (and in our opinion too confi¬ 
dently) concludes that all variation is atavism,—that when 
real variations are set up in ordinary species, this is not an 
origination but a reversion, a breaking out of some old ances¬ 
tral (‘haractor, a particular and long deferred instance of this 
variafifyn (Umrdonnie^ which would thus appear to be the 
only kind of variation. This view has been presented before, 
but not, perhaps, so broadly. Adducing some tlieoretical 
considerations in its favor — to which wo may revert — and 
some sound reasons against the view that variation is caused 
by extern<'il influences, he declares it infinitely more prob¬ 
able that variation of species proi>erly so called is due to 
ancestral influences ratlior than to accidental actions.*’ We 
might think so if these two categories were exhaustive, and 
external conditions must be supposed to act immediately, as 
the cause rather than the occasion of variation. But the sup¬ 
position that ‘‘ accidental actions,” whatever they may be, and 
external influences of every sort do not produce but educe and 
conduct variation — which is our idea of what natural seleo- 
tion means — avoids the force of Naudin’s arguments. 

Moreover, Naudin’s view, regarded as an hypothesis for 
explaining variation, leaves the problem just where it finds it. 
To explain the occurrence of present and actual variations, 
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liypothetical ones like those of a former time are assumed; the 
present divex*sity implies not only equal but the very same 
anterior diversity, and so on backwards. Or rather it demands 
a much greater diversity at the outset than now; for these 
aberrant forms are the rare exception, and if due to atavism 
they imply the loss of the many and the incidental reappear¬ 
ance of the few. Else they would be the rule instead of the 
exception, and atavism would be simply heredity. This comes 
to the view which Mr. Agassiz strongly maintained, that really 
there are no varieties, — meaning, we understand, that all the 
forms are aboriginal, except the transient ones evidently due 
to circuxnstances. 

That some variation is atavism is clear enough. This is 
the natural explaxiation of the appearance of characters want¬ 
ing in the immediate parents but known in their ancestors 
or presumed ancestors. But the ussumixtiou of hypothetical 
ancestors to account for variation generally is quite another 
thing. Jhisides its inutility as an explanation, to which wo 
have adverted, its improbability as an hypothesis is set in a 
strong liglit by Naudin’s own forcible conception of the nature 
of heredity* What is heredity? he asks. In other words, 
what keeps s|)ecie8 so true, offspring like parent, through the 
long line of generations ? He illustrates hereditary force by 
comparing its action with that of physical force, in which the 
movement from one state of equilibrium to another is always 
that in which there is least resistance. From which it follows 
that when it has once begun to proceed in a certain course, its 
tendency to continue in that direction increases, because it 
facilitates its way as it overcomes obstacles. In other words, 
this line becomes fixed by habit; vires acquirit eundo; the 
stream deepens its bed by flowing; and the more remote the 
commencement of a certain course, the more fixed its direc¬ 
tion, and the greater its power of overcoming opposition. 
The species is kept true in its course by the sum of tlie hered¬ 
ities which press each individual forward in its actual direc¬ 
tion. So that, as Naudin remarks, if we could calculate the 
energy with which millions of ancestors tend to impel the liv- 
ing representative of the line onward in the same direction, we 
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should better apprehend the persistence of species, and feel 
the great improbability that the stream will ever escape from 
its ancient and well-worn bed, aiid strike into new courses. 

Now, in the first place, the more lively the conception we 
thus form of the invariability of species, through a happy 
metaphorical illustration of it, the more unlikely does it appear 
that early characters, long lost in the flow, should reappear 
through atavism as varieties. To continue the simile, the more 
impetuous the stream, the less the possibility of its turning 
back upon itself, and resuming old characteristics. The eddies 
of atavism (the resumption of dropped characters) are not 
likely to extend back very far; and it seems gratuitous to 
have recourse to them in explanation of new forms. More¬ 
over, although the stream has made its bed and lic^s in it, not 
escaping from its own valley, it is flexible enough to obstacles, 
is ever clianging its particular course as it flows, and may by 
its own action send off here and there a bayou (variety) or 
branch into a delta of channels (derivative species). 

Like Agassiz, Naudin conceives of species as originating 
with a large number of individuals of the same structure, and 
of which numerous reciprocal crosses have determined the 
direction of the lino in wliich their posterity liave (wolved. 
But he maintains that these individuals, and all existing spe¬ 
cies, had a common origin in a proto-organism ” ; and that 
the various lines of descent acquired fixity into spccieH only 
as they acquired sexuality. If we rightly ajiprehend it, Nau- 
din’s idea of the purport of sexual reproduction (as contrasted 
with that by buds) is to give fixity to species. Our idea is 
a different one, both as to the essential meaning of sexuality 
and as to its operation in respect to fixity. Ilis conception 
may be tested by inquiring which are the more variable, or 
sportive, seedlings or plants propagated from buds. This we 
suppose can be answered only one way. 

M. Naudin is a veteran and excellent investigator, and 
nothing which he writes is to be slighted. We have frankly 
set down our impressions upon a first perusal of his important 
communication; but are ready to revise them, if need be, upon 
more deliberate consideration. 
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CROSS AND SELF-FERTILIZATION IN THE VEGE¬ 
TABLE KINGDOM. 

Mr. Darwin, in the title of his new work,^ refers only 
incidentally to adaptations for cross-fertilization, — a subject 
which has given origin to a copious literature since he opened 
it anew in his book on the Fertilization of Orchids, in 1862. 
A new edition of this latter book is on the eve of publication 
in England, and we believe that this author’s scattered papers 
on cross-fertilization, as secured by various contrivances, are 
about to be collected, revised, and published in book form. 
In the volume now before us, Mr. Darwin deals with the 
effects of cross and self-fertilization, recounts at length the 
experiments he has devised and carried on, collects and criti¬ 
cises the results, glances at the means of fertilization, and the 
habits of insects in relation to it, and ends with some theoreti¬ 
cal considerations of inferences suggested by or deduced from 
the facts which have been brought to light. 

If writing for the popular press, we should be bound to say 
that the book is not light reading. Three fourths of its pages 
and of the chapters are devoted to the details of the experi¬ 
ments and the sifting and the various presentation of the 
results; and the remainder, although abounding in curious 
facts and acute suggestions, is yet of a solid character. The 
bearings of various points upon what is called Darwinism ” 
are merely touched or suggested, here and there, in a manner 
more likely to engage the attention of the thoughtful scientific 
than of tlie general reader. 

That cross-fertilization is largely but not exclusively aimed 
at in the vegetable kingdom, is abundantly evident. As Mr. 
Darwin declares, “ it is unmistakably plain that innumerable 
flowers are adapted for cross-fertilization, as that the teeth 
and talons of a carnivorous animal are adapted for catching 
prey, or that the plumes, hooks, and wings of a seed are adapted 

^ The Effects of Cross and Self-Fertilization in the VegetaUe Kingdom. 
By Charles Darwin. London and New York, 1876. (American Journal 
of Science and Arts, 3 scr., xiii. 125.) 
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for its dissemination.” That the crossing is beneficial, and 
consequently the want of it injurious, is a teleological infer¬ 
ence from the prevalence of the arrangements which promote 
or secure it, — an inference the value of which increases with 
the number, the variety, and the effectiveness of the arrange¬ 
ments for which no other explanation is forthcoming. That 
the good consisted in a re-invigoration of progeny, or the evil 
of close-breeding in a deterioration of vigor, was the sugges¬ 
tion first made (so far as we know), or first made prominent, 
by Knight, from whom Darwin iidopted it. However it bo as 
to animals, there was until now no clear and direct evidence 
that cross-fertilization in the vegetable kingdom did re-invigo- 
rate. Indeed, the contrary might bo inferred from the long 
and seemingly indefinite perpetuation of bud-i)ropagating 
varieties, which have no fertilization at all. But the infenmee 
from this is not as cogent as would at first appear. For, 
although bud-propagation is, we think, to be considenHl as the 
extreme of close-breeding, yet in it the amount of matcndal 
contributed by parent to offspring is usually vastly more tlian 
in sexual reproduction; and, accordingly, the diminution to 
an injurious degree of any inherited quality or essence might 
be correspondingly remote. Yet, as sexual reproduction may 
be and often must bo much closer in plants than it can be in 
most animals, the ill effects of self-fertilization, or the good 
of cross-fertilization, might the sooner be noticeable. Mr. 
Darwin arranged a course of experiments to test this question, 
prosecuted it as to some species for eleven years; and the main 
object of this volume is to set forth the results. 

Ipomma purpurea^ the common Morning Glory of our 
gardens, was the leading subject. The flowers of this sjjecias 
self-fertilize, but must also be habitually cross-fertilized, as 
they are visited freely by bumble-bees and other insects. Ten 
flowers of a plant in a green-house were fertilized with their 
own pollen; ten others were crossed with pollen from a dif¬ 
ferent plant. The seeds from both were gathered, allowed to 
germinate on damp sand, and as often as pairs germinated at 
the same time the two were planted on opposite sides of the 
same pot, the soil in which was well mixed, so as to be uniform 
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in composition. ‘‘ The plants on the two sides were always 
watered at the same time and as equally as possible, and even 
if this had not been done the water would have spread almost 
equally to both sides, as the pots were not large. The crossed 
and self-fertilized plants were separated by a superficial par¬ 
tition, which was always kept directed towards the chief 
source of light, so that the plants on both sides were equally 
illuminated.” Five pairs were thus planted in two pots, and 
all the remaining seeds, whether or not in a state of germina¬ 
tion, were planted on the opposite sides of a third pot, so that 
the plants were crowded and exposed to a very severe compe¬ 
tition. Rods of equal diameter were given to all the plants 
to twine up, and as soon as one of each pair had reached the 
summit, both were measured. But a single rod was furnished 
to each side of the crowded pot, and only the tallest plant on 
each side was measured. This was followed up for ten gen¬ 
erations ; the close-fertilization being always self-fertilization, 
i. < 3 ., by pollen to stigma of the same flower; the crossing, 
between individuals in successive generations of this same 
stock, except in special instances, when an extraneous stock 
was used as one parent,—to eminent advantage, as will be 
seen. 

The difference in vigor between the cross-bred and the 
close-bred progeny, as measured by early growth, was well 
marked throughout. In the mean of the ten generations it 
was as 100 to 77. In the tenth generation it was 100 to 54, 
that is, five cross-bred plants grew to the average height of 
93.7 inches while the close-bred were reaching the average 
of 60.4 inches. This was a notably greater difference than 
in any previous generation. But this was probably accidental 
or anomalous, for it was not led up to by successive steps. 
Indeed, the difference in the first generation was a trifle 
greater than the average of all ten, being as 100 to 76. The 
second generation was as 100 to 79; the third as 100 to 68; 
the fourth as 100 to 86; the fifth as 100 to 75 ; the sixth as 
100 to 72 ; the seventh as 100 to 81; the eighth as 100 to 
86 ; the ninth as 100 to 79; the tenth as already stated, 100 
to 54. The general result is made striking in the following 
illustration. 
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‘‘ If all the men in the country were on an average six 
feet high, and there were some families which had been long 
and closely interbred, these would be almost dwarfs, their 
average height during ten generations being only four feet 
eight and one-quarter inches.” (p. 53.) 

It is remarkable that the difference between the close-bred 
and the cross-bred individuals should have been as great as 
it was in the first generation; and, this being the case, it 
might have been expected that the difference would have 
gone on increasing in the succeeding generations. If self- 
fertilization is injurious, the ill effects would be expected to 
be cumulative. ‘‘ But,” instead of this, “ the difference be¬ 
tween the two sets of plants in the seventh, eighth, and ninth 
generations taken together is less than in the first and second 
generations together.” Upon this Mr. Darwin remarks: 

When, however, we remember that the self-fertilized and 
crossed plants are all descended from the same mother plant, 
that many of the crossed plants in each generation were re¬ 
lated, often closely related, and that all were exposed to the 
same conditions, which, as we shall hereafter find, is a very 
important circumstance, it is not at all surprising that the 
difference between them should have somewhat decreased in 
the later generations.” (p. 56.) 

Further light was thrown upon these points by two kinds 
of subsidiary experiments. In one case, the cross was made 
between two flowers of the saine plant of Ipomaea, while 
other flowers were self-fertilized as before. On raising seed¬ 
lings from the two lots, it was found that such crossing gave 
no superiority; indeed, the offspring of the self-fertilized 
flowers appeared to be rather more vigorous than the close- 
crossed. And other experiments led to the same conclusion, 
namely, that there was no particular benefit from cross-fer¬ 
tilization on the same plant. In the other case, the cross 
was made not only between the flowers of distinct plants, but 
between those from different sources, and which had pre¬ 
sumably grown under somewhat different conditions. For 
instance, several flowers of the ninth generation of crossed 
plants of Ipomaea were crossed with pollen taken from the 
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same variety but from a distant garden. The resulting seed¬ 
lings showed the benefit of the fresh stock remarkably, being 
as much superior in vigor to those of the tenth intercrossed 
generation as the latter were to the self-fertilized plants of a 
corresponding generation. In height they were as 100 to 78, 
over the ordinary intercrossed; and in fertility, as 100 to 
51. Indeed, Mr. Darwin’s main conclusion from all his 
observations is, ‘‘ that the mere act of crossing by itself does 
no good. The good depends on the individuals which are 
crossed differing slightly in constitution, owing to their pro¬ 
genitors having been subjected during several generations to 
slightly different conditions, or to what we call in our igno¬ 
rance spontaneous variation.” 

The greater constitutional vigor of the crossed plants of 
Ipomsea was manifested in other ways than their rate or 
amount of growth: they better endured exposure to a low 
temperature or sudden changes of temperature; they blos¬ 
somed earlier; and they were more fertile. The difference 
in fertility varied greatly in degree (the extremes in dif¬ 
ferent experiments and in different generations being 100 to 
99 and 100 to 26), but was always sustained. Also, “the 
impaired fertility of the self-fertilized plants was shown in 
another way, namely, by their anthers being smaller than 
those in the flowers on the crossed plants. This was first 
observed in the seventh generation, but may have occurred 
earlier. . . . The quantity of pollen contained in one of the 
self-fertilized was, as far as could be judged by the eye, about 
half of that contained in one from a crossed plant. The im¬ 
paired fertility of the self-fertilized plants of the eighth gen¬ 
eration was also shown in another manner, which may often 
be observed in hybrids —namely, by the first-formed flowers 
being sterile.” 

Similar experiments were made, but not carried to the 
same extent, upon fifty-seven other species of plants, belong¬ 
ing to fifty-two genera, and to thirty great natural families, 
the species being natives of all parts of the world. The re¬ 
sults — the details and discussion of which occupy the bulk of 
this volume — vary greatly, some plants making a better and 



222 


UK VIEWS. 


otliora a hm goml Hliowiiig for tho atlvantiigii of crogg-fcrtili- 
mtion, aiul thin iMlvaiitago maiiift^Hting itm»lf in difTenmfc 
ways, mnw in vigor or anuniiit of growth, mmm in hariltnegg, 
moHt in fertility ; hut witli twelve raatm in wlitrh tlio crossed 
plants showed no marketl advantage over ilto gclf-fcrlilbed. 
There were, however, fifty-wwen caneH in whieli the eroiwed 
exc‘eedtHl the Helf»fi*rtilized by at leirnt live per cent., gene^ 
ally by much more* 

Increasi! of vigor, m evinced in growth, apjteiirs generally 
to ho aeeompaiiiial hy iiieriuweil fertility ; )mi Hoinetimes the 
good of crossing was mnidfeHted only in prmluf'tiveiieH«, i, e*, 
in a larger amount of «i»ed. Thin pn>veil to In* the ease in 
KschHeholtziii, in which— strangt* to nay ” self fertilized plants 
of several generations were Hn}H'rit>r in hizi' tint! weight to 
intorcrossed plantoi even when the eroHsing was between 
flowers derived on one sitle from Aint»rii*aiu <ui the other 
from English seed, from whielt, tijion Mr* Ihirwiids view, the 
maximum lieneflt should Im giiimsl. 'rids instiineci, however, 
stands alone* Yet it is approaelied by several others, in a 
manner whitdi might have negatived t!ie general eonehtiions 
of researeli, if they hinl lieeti hastily gatheiml from a 
snudi number of trials. 

For example, in the sixtli selffertilizisi generation of 
nm‘a purpan tt^ one of tlu’sif plants tiaik thii leml of its com¬ 
petitor, kept it idmoHt to the end, and was tdtiiimtoly over- 
toppotl only by half an in«*!i on a lota! height of several fi^et. 
To ascertain whether this exeeptiunally vigimnis plant would 
transmit ite |>owfr to its swellings, m^venil of its floweri were 
fertilized with their own |Millen, iind the wssllings thus raisdl 
were put into ■mmptition with onlinary wdbfertili»iid and 
with ititon*rossed plants of the oorn^sjKindiiig gitneration* 
The six children of Hero (the name by whieli Ibis individual 
was designated) l>eiit the ordiiiiiry iielf-fertillwHl ciiniplitors 
at the rate of 100 to 84, anti the intererossisl cfcim|Mftitori at 
the rate of 100 to 95; and in the next generiition the self- 
fertflixed grandchildren kiat those from a cross last ween two 
of the children at the rate of 100 to 94. In the next genem- 
tions the s»adlinp were raised in winter in a hobhoiiae, became 
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unhealtliy, and tlie experiment terminated without marked 
result. Moreover, the remarkable vigor of growth in Hero 
and its progeny was attended by somewhat increased fertil¬ 
ity. Here, then, an idiosyncrasy arose from some utterly un¬ 
known cause, — a spontaneous variation of constitution, which 
was transmitted to posterity, and which gave all the benefit 
of cross-fertilization, and somewhat more, both as to vigor 
and fertility. A similar idiosyncrasy made its appearance in 
the third generation of seedlings of Mimulus luteus. 

Discordant or anomalous facts like these seem confusing, 
even though too few to affect seriously the grand result of 
the numerous experiments; but upon Darwinian principles, 
in which adaptations are ultimate results, they are to be ex¬ 
pected, as a consequence of the general and apparently vague 
proclivity to vary. 

In Foxglove, — the flowers of which are naturally self-sterile 
or nearly so, and in which crossing gave a marked advantage 
over self-fertilizing, both as to growth and productiveness, — 
a decided, though small advantage appeared to come from 
the crossing of flowers on the same plant. 

In Origanum vulgare^ crosses were made between different 
plants of a large clump, long cultivated in a kitchen-garden, 
which had evidently spread from a single root by stolons, and 
which had become in a good degree sterile, as is usual under 
such conditions. The crossing caused rather more seed to 
form; but the seedlings from the crossed did not surpass in 
growth those of the self-fertilized ; a cross of this kind did 
no more good than crossing two flowers on the same plant of 
Ipomsea or Mimulus. Turned into the open ground, and both 
self and cross-fertilized the following summer, and equal pairs 
of the resulting seeds planted on opposite sides of two very 
large pots, the crossed plants from seed showed a clear supe¬ 
riority over their self-fertilized brethren, at the rate of 100 
to 86. But this excess of height by no means gives a fair 
idea of the vast superiority in vigor of the crossed over the 
self-fertilized plants. The crossed flowered first and produced 
thirty flower-stems, while the self-fertilized produced only 
fifteen, or half the number. The pots were then bedded out, 
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and tlse roots probably came out of the holes at the liottom^ 
and thus aided their growtli. Early in the fallowiii|r gummer, 
the superiority of the erosHed plants, «wiii|*; to their inerease 
by stolons, over the stdf-fertili^sed jdants, was truly won¬ 
derful . . . Eoth the crossed and tlie «elf-fi*rtili7AHl plants 
being left freely exposet! to the visits of Ih'ch, manifestly 
produced inueli more seed limn their gninilparentH, •«--« the 
plants of original clumps still growing ch)se by in the same 
garden^ and equally left to the aeti<m of bees.” 

These few eases must here suffice^ ami t!n»y give a fair gen¬ 
eral idea of the main resultH reached, - somewhat cpiaHlied, 
however, by certain instances in which little or no iHuielit 
was observed. Let it Im reiiiurketl that while most <if the 
easee show decided and unequiviHail gmsl fman the crossing, 
none of them unequivwally tell to llu^ ctmirary, as the ad¬ 
vantage apiHsars sometimes in one <Ilrecti**iu Homi‘times in 
another. ‘‘■Thus, the crossed and self-fertilized plants of 
Ipomiea, Papaver, /iVscr/o adttrain, aiul LimmtnilieH were 
almost equally fertile, yet the former exeecdisl conHideriibly 
in height tlie self-fi^rtilizeil jdants. On the other ham!, the 
crossed and self-fertilized plants of Mimnltm ami Primula 
diffennl in an extrenu’ dt*gn»e in fertility, Init by no means to 
a eornwjwanling th^gn'o in height or vigor.'* 

We must wludly omit — aimmg iminy other things — the 
interesting account <»f self-sterile plants, mcauing here not 
those in which tlie jadlen dm*s not reach the stigma unaided, 
but those in which it is iin|MJti*nt, or nearly so, when appliwl, 
although efficient ujwm tins stlgmii of another imlividufd. 
Verbasciim, Passifloni, Corydalis, and many Oreldds affoid 
instances of this sort. In thems the ml vantage c»f cro»s«fer- 
tilization arises to a necessity. A notewtirthy fact respect¬ 
ing them (of which Mr. Darwin makes timeh) is, that such 
self-sterility, or the reverse!, is snfluenetHl by slight cliiingei 
in the conditions, such as difference in teinimratiire, grafting 
on another stock, and the like. In South Brazil, Fritz Muller 
found that for six generations all his plants of Jt^HcAmAoiina 
Cal^mnka were coniplettdy sterile, unless supplied with 
pollen from a distinct plant, when they were completely fer- 
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tile. This was not the case in English plants, which, when 
covered by a net, set a considerable number of capsules, the 
seeds of which, by weight, were as 71 to 100 of those on 
plants intercrossed by bees. These Brazilian seeds, sent to 
England, yielded plants with moderately self-fertile flowers, 
and this limited self-fertility was increased in two generations 
of English growth. Conversely, seeds from English plants 
grown in Brazil were more self-fertile than those reared in 
Brazil for several generations; yet one which did not flower 
the first year, and was thus exposed for two seasons to the 
climate of Brazil, proved quite self-sterile, like a Brazilian 
plant, showing how quickly the climate had acted on its sexual 
constitution.” Having observed that certain individuals of 
Mignonette were self-sterile, Mr. Darwin secured several such 
plants under separate nets, and by intercrossing these for a 
few generations, obtained plants which inherited this peculi¬ 
arity, so that without doubt a self-sterile race of Mignonette 
could easily have been established.” 

Nine of the twelve chapters are devoted strictly to the effects 
of cross and self-fertilization. The tenth considers the ‘‘ means 
of fertilization.” Cross-fertilization is favored or ensured by: 
1, the separation of the sexes; 2, the maturity of the male 
and female sexual elements at different periods; 3, dimor¬ 
phism, or even trimorphism; 4, various mechanical contriv¬ 
ances ; 5, the more or less complete inefficiency of the flower’s 
own pollen on its stigma, and the prepotency of pollen from 
any other individual over that from the same plant. We 
understand that Mr. Darwin is just now occupied in revising 
and extending his various papers upon these topics, with a 
view to their publication in a volume. Here he gives a list of 
plants which, when insects are excluded, are either quite ster¬ 
ile or produce less than half the number of seeds yielded by 
unprotected plants. This is followed by a list of plants which, 
when protected from insects, are either quite fertile or yield 
more than half the number of seeds produced by unprotected 
plants. 

“ Each of these lists contains by a mere accident the same 
number of genera, namely, forty-nine. The genera in the first 
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list include Eixty-fivc apecies, and those in the second sixty 
species; tlie Orchidem in both being excluded. If the genera 
in this latter order, as well as in the Anclrpiadat* and 
nacca\ had been included, the nmaber of Hpceii‘B which are 
sterile if inseete are excluded would have I>een greatly in¬ 
creased ; but the lists am camiined to specic‘s which were acftu- 
ally experimented upon. The results t»an be considered as 
only approximately iuseurate, for fertility is ho variable a 
character, that each speeieH ought to have btHin tried many 
times. The above number of s{weie», namely, 125, is as 
nothing to the hosts of living plants; but the mere fact of 
more than half of them being sterih^ within the g|jec5ified 
degree, when insects are exidudeil, is a striking one; for 
whenever poUeu has to be carrietl fi*«)m the anthers to the 
stigma in order to insum full fertility, tla^re is at h'usi a good 
chance of cross-fertilization. I do nt>t, however, Indieve tlmt 
if all known plants wem tried in tlie same manner, half w'ould 
be found to bo sterile within the sjwified limits; ff>r many 
flowers were selected for experiment whitdi pnment4Hl some 
remarkable structure; and such flowers often recpiire insect- 
aid.” _(p, 370.) 

It is w^orth noticing that Ttlfallum rejmtn and T. pmtem^ 
(the common White and Red (lovers) have a phi<*e in the first 
list; T. arvvnne and 7\ prucumhenH in the second. Darwin 
refers to Mr. Mineris staUunent that *4n tlie Unitecl States 
hive-bees never suck the lied (3over,” and says it is tlie same 
in England, except from the outside tlirough holes liitten by 
humble-bees; yet that H. Midler has m*im them visiting this 
plant in Germany for the sake botli of jmUen and nectar, 
which latter tliey obtained by bmahing apart the jMitiils* 
Darwin has not <|ualifie<l his statement, long ago mwle, of the 
complete sterility of lied tdover protiKitad from insects; but 
Mr. Meehan asserts that protected plants are fertile in this 
country, without, however, giving details or the rat© of fertil¬ 
ity. In T. arveme^ “ the excessively small fiowera are inces¬ 
santly visited by hive and humble-lnjcs; when insects were 
excluded the flower-heads seem to produce as many and m 
fine seeds as the exposed heads.’^ 
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-A.S to cross-fertilization, “the most important of all the 
by which the pollen is carried from the anthers to the 
stignaa. of the same flower, or from flower to flower, are in¬ 
sects, telonging to the orders of Hymenoptera, Lepidoptera, 
I>iptera; and in some parts of the world, birds.” In a 
note tlie author cites all the cases known to him of birds fertil¬ 
izing dEowers. These are chiefly humming-birds. “In North 
A.m.ex'ica they are said to frequent the flowers of Impatiens ” 
(foj? which Gould, “ Trochilidae,” is referred to as authority, 
and. a reference is given to the “ Gardener’s Chronicle,” which 
find relates to something else in South America) ; and this 
IS all concerning the United States. Can it be that there are 
no erences in print to the most familiar fact that our hum- 
nring-Uird is very fond of sucking the blossoms of Trumpet 
Creeper (Tecoma radicans) and of Honeysuckles? Both 
these are, in size and arrangement of parts, well adapted to 
be tlrns cross-fertilized. 

Flowers are rendered conspicuous to birds and still more to 
insects, by bright colors. And as “ almost every fruit which 
is dLe-voured by birds presents a strong contrast in color with 
the green foliage, in order that it may be seen and its seeds 
disseminated,” so the proportionally large size and the bright 
colors of the corolla, or, in some cases, the equally bright hues 
of the adjoining parts of the flower, or of the inflorescence, 
are correlated to visiting insects, — have come to pass, as Dar¬ 
win would say, in consequence of the visits of insects, through 
the ad.vantages in vigor and productiveness gained by cross¬ 
fertilization. He is ready to adopt even the idea of Conrad 
Spren^el, which seemed to be so fanciful, that marks and 
streaks on the corolla serve as guides to the nectary; for, 
although insects are well able to discover the nectar without 
the aid of guiding marks, yet they are of service by facilitating 
the search and enabling insects to suck a greater number of 
blossoms within a given time, which is tantamount to greater 
opportunity for cross-fertilization. 

That odors attract insects is certain, and many flowers are 
both conspicuous and odoriferous, while others make up in 
fragrance what they lack in show. “ Nageli affixed artificial 
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flowers to branches, seeiiting Eonie witli essential oiln^ Midi 
leaving otliers unscentetl; aiul the insects were nttmtod to 
tlie former in an unmistakable maimer/’ 

“ Of all colors whito is the prevailing <»ne *, and of white 
flowers a couHiilerably larger proi>ortion smell sweetly than of 
any other color, namely, H.ti jH'r rent.; of rod, only 8,2 pr 
coni are odoriferous. The fact of a larger prt>jicn*ti<m of white 
flowers Binellirig sweetly may tlejamd in part on those whieli are 
fertiliml by moths recpiiring the double aid of eoiispicuous. 
ness in the dusk and of odor. So grt»ut is the eeoiiomy of 
nature, that most flowers which are fertilizisl by erepust?ukr 
or ncKJturnal insects emit their islor ehiefly or l•3celuHively in 
the evening. Some lltmers, boWi»ver, which an^ liiglily mlor- 
iferous depend mdely on this ijUiiUty for tlieir fertilixation, 
such as the night flowering-iitiH^k tllesjieriH) and some s|afeieg 
of Daphne; and these present the rare ease of floweri which 
are fertilized by insects being obsmmdy coloml/’ 

The shaiie of the nectary aiul of the adjoining jiarti are 
likewise relatetl to the particular kiiuls of iimwts which Imbii 
ually visit the flowers: this has been well shown liy IL Miiller, 
by hb coniparis<m of biwlaiid sjHHues, whielt are chiefly visited 
by bees, with alpine spcc’ies Imlongiiig to the siune genera, 
%vhich are visitinl by butterflies/* 

Pollan contains much aitmgen ami pbospborns, —the two 
most precious of all the elements for the growth <»f planta,— 
but in the ease of most ojam flowers, a largt! ipiantity of |iolI©n 
is oonsumed by |)oIlen-ilevouring inm*ctii, ami a large c]uaiitity 
is destroyed during long-cKmtinned rain* With many plants 
this latter evil is gimnled against, aa far as ptmible, by the 
anthers opening only during dry weather, by the {Hiiition and 
form of mtm or all of the |H$tiilii, by the pn^seiica of hairs, 
6to*j ako, m Kemer lia« shown in hts interesting essay, by 
the movemento of tlie {Mitals or of the whole flower during 
cold and wet weather. In order to comjMmsate the 1^ of 
poUen in so many ways, the antliers produce a far latger 
amount than is necessary for the fertili.»ttion of tli© tame 
flower, I know this from my own eafajriments on Ipomiea, 
given in the Introduction ; and it is still more plainly shown 
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by the astonishingly small quantity produced by cleistogene 
flowers, which lose none of their pollen, in comparison with 
that produced by the open flowers borne by the same plants; 
and yet this small quantity suffices for the fertilization of all 
their numerous seeds. Mr. Hussall took pains in estimating 
the number of pollen-grains produced by a flower of the Dan¬ 
delion, and found the number to be 243,600, and in a Peony 
3,654,000 grains. The editor of the ‘ Botanical Eegister ’ 
counted the ovules in the flowers of Wistaria sinensis^ and 
carefully estimated the number of pollen-grains, and he found 
that for each ovule there were 7,000 grains.”— (pp. 376,377.) 

These are probably fair averages of the numerical ratio 
of pollen to ovules in flowers which are adapted to be fertil¬ 
ized by insect agency. Their meaning in the “ economy of 
nature ” is seen by a comparison on the one hand with ane- 
mopTiilous^ i. e. wind-fertilized, flowers, in most of which there 
is a vastly greater disproportion between the numbers, — com¬ 
pensating for inevitable waste, — and on the other hand with 
cleistogenous flowers, namely, those small and less developed 
blossoms which some plants produce in addition to the ordi¬ 
nary sort, and which fertilize as it were in the bud, necessarily 
by their own pollen. Here is no waste, and accordingly the 
anthers are very small, and the pollen-grains are not many times 
more than the ovules: also such flowers are never brightly 
colored, never odoriferous, and they never secrete nectar. 

The only advantages of this close-fertilization which we 
can think of are sureness and strict likeness; both of which 
are quite as well secured by budding-reproduction. Now, as 
cleistogene flowers are borne, we believe, chiefly and perhaps 
only, by species whose normal blossoms are adapted for insect- 
fertilization, they must be regarded as a subsidiary arrange¬ 
ment, a safeguard against failure of proper insect-visitation. 
As the volume before us amply shows, this failure is in gen¬ 
eral provided for by a more or less wide margin of self-fertil¬ 
ization in the very flowers which are adapted for crossing. In 
Impatiens, Viola, and the like, it is provided for by separate 
flowers, the special adaptations of which are unmistakable. 

H. Miiller appears to have shown that large and conspic- 
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uous flowers are visited mucli more frequently and by many 
more kinds of insects than are small inconspicuous flowers. 
He further remarks that the flowers which are rarely visited 
must be capable of self-fertilization, otherwise they would 
quickly become extinct.” Mr. Darwin’s list seems to show 
that, as a rule, they are so; yet many very small flowers, like 
those of Trifolium arvense, and small and dingy ones, like 
those of Asparagus, are freely visited by bees; and, con¬ 
versely, many large and conspicuous flowers which are fre¬ 
quented by insects are none the less self-f ertilizable. Through¬ 
out we find that such things do not conform to arbitrary or 
fixed rules; and this favors the idea that the differences have 
been acquired. Mr. Darwin conjectures that the self-fertiliz- 
ing capabilities of many small and inconspicuous flowers may 
be comparatively recent acquisitions, on the ground that, if 
they were not occasionally intercrossed, and did not profit 
by the process, all their flowers would have become cleisto- 
genous, as they would thus have been largely benefited by 
having to produce only a small quantity of safely protected 
pollen.” 

Mr. Darwin’s experiments tending to prove that cross-fer¬ 
tilization between flowers on the same plant is of little or no 
use, he is naturally led to consider the means which favor or 
ensure their fertilization with pollen from a distinct plant. 
This must needs take place with dioecious plants, and is likely 
to occur with the monoecious, and is in some cases secured (as 
in Walnut and Hazelnut) by some trees being proterandrous 
and others proterogynous, so that they will reciprocally fer¬ 
tilize each other. In ordinary hermaphrodite species the ex¬ 
pansion of only a few blossoms at a time greatly favors the 
intercrossing of distinct individuals, although in the case of 
small flowers it is attended with the disadvantage of render¬ 
ing the plants less conspicuous to insects. Our common 
Sundews furnish a good illustration of this. They abound 
wherever they occur, and are for a long while in blossom, 
but each plant or spike opens but one flower at a time. The 
fact of bees visiting the flowers of the same species as long as 
they can, instead of promiscuously feeding from the various 
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blossoms nearest witbin reach, greatly favors such intercross¬ 
ing. So does the remarkable number of flowers which bees 
are able to visit in a short time (of which mention will be 
made), and the fact that they are unable to perceive with¬ 
out entering a flower whether other bees have exhausted the 
nectar. Then dichogamy (the maturation of one sex in a 
hermaphrodite flower earlier than the other) is so prevalent 
that it may almost be regarded as the rule; and this ensures 
such crossing between few-flowered plants, and greatly favors 
it in the case of spikes, racemes, and the like. For, proteran- 
dry being the commonest arrangement, so that the younger 
flowers act as male, and the older as female, the bees habitu¬ 
ally alighting at the bottom and proceeding upward, they 
carry the pollen from the upper and younger flowers to stig¬ 
mas of the lower and older flowers of the next spike, and so 
on. Heterogonism, which is less common, operates precisely 
like complete dioecious separation of the sexes in this respect, 
and with the advantage that all the individuals are seed-bear¬ 
ing. Most of the special arrangements peculiar to certain 
families, such as Orchids, — or to plants, such as Posoqueria, 
with its wondrous mechanism for quickly stopping out access 
to the stigma when the pollen is violently discharged upon 
some insect, but opening the orifice the next day, — are of a 
kind to favor the crossing of distinct plants. Prepotency of 
other pollen, which may accompany the other arrangements 
or exist independently, acts largely and powerfully toward 
the same end. Our author investigates this at some length : 
we cite for illustration a single but strong case. The stig¬ 
mas of a long-styled Cowslip were supplied with pollen from 
the same plant, and again after twenty-four hours, with pol¬ 
len of a short-styled, dark-red Polyanthus, a variety of the 
same species : from the resulting seeds twenty seedlings were 
raised, and all of them bore reddish flowers; so that the 
effect of the plant’s own pollen, though placed on the stigmas 
twenty-four hours previously, w^as destroyed by that of the 
red variety. The same thing is shown by the impossibility 
in many cases of raising two varieties of the same species 
pure if they grow near each other. “ No one who has had any 
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experience would expect to obtain pure cabbage-seed, for in¬ 
stance, if a plant of another variety grew within 200 or 300 
yards.” And a veteran cultivator once had his whole stock 
of seeds seriously bastardized by some plants of puri>le Kale 
which flowered in a cottager’s garden half a mile away. Mr. 
Gordon records a case of the crossing between Primroses and 
Cowslips through pollen carried by bees over more than two 
kilometers, or an English mile and a (piarter. 

We must copy the close of this section — long though it 
be — because of its capital illustration of the topic in IuukI, 
and for the teleological lesson which it teaches. 

“ The case of a great tree covered with innumerable her¬ 
maphrodite flowers, seems at first sight strongly o])po8ed to 
the belief in the frequency of intercrosses between distixict 
individuals. The flowers which grow on the opposite sides 
of such a tree will have been exposed to somewhat different 
conditions, and a cross between them may perhaps be in some 
degree beneficial; but it is not probable that it would be 
nearly so beneficial as a cross between flowers on distinct 
trees, as we may infer from the inefficiency of the pollen 
taken from plants which have been propagated from the same 
stock tliough growing on differemt roots. The number of bees 
which frecpient certain kinds of trees when in full flow(»r is 
very great, and they may be seen flying from tree to tree more 
frequently than might have been expected. Nin^Tthcless, if 
we consider how numerous arc the flowers, for instance, on 
a Horse-Chestnut or Lime-tree, an incomparably larger num¬ 
ber of flowers must be fertilized by pollen brought from other 
flowers on the same tree, than from flowers on a distinct 
tree. But wc should bear in mind that with the Horse-Chest¬ 
nut, for instance, only one or two of the several flowers on the 
same peduncle produce a s(Hnl; and that this seed is the pro¬ 
duct of only one out of the several ovules within the same 
ovarium. Now we know from the experiments of Herbert and 
others that if one flower is fertilized with pollen which is 
more efficient than that applied to the other flowers on the 
same peduncle, the latter often drop off; and it is probable 
that this would occur with many of the self-fertilized flowers 
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on a large tree, if other and adjoining flowers were cross- 
fertilized. Of the flowers annually produced by a great 
tree, it is almost certain that a large number would be self- 
fertilized; and if we assume that the tree produced only 
500 flowers, and that this number of seeds were requisite to 
keep up the stock, so that at least one seedling should here¬ 
after struggle to maturity, then a large proportion of the 
seedlings would necessarily be derived from self-fertilized 
seeds. But if the tree annually produced 50,000 flowers, of 
which the self-fertilized dropped ofE without yielding seeds, 
then the cross-fertilized flowers might yield seeds in sufficient 
number to keep up the stock, and most of the seedlings would 
be vigorous from being the product of a cross between dis¬ 
tinct individuals. In this manner the production of a vast 
number of flowers, besides serving to entice numerous insects 
and to compensate for the accidental destruction of many 
flowers by spring-frosts or otherwise, would be a very great 
advantage to the species; and when we behold our orchard- 
trees covered with a white sheet of bloom in the spring, 
we should not falsely accuse Nature of wasteful expendi¬ 
ture, though comparatively little fruit is produced in the 
autumn.’’ 

The Horse-Chestnut is not altogether a well-chosen ex¬ 
ample, for in it, as in our Buckeyes, a very large proportion 
of the flowers in the thyrsus are usually male, with barely a 
vestige of pistil. These serve, however, to increase the show, 
in the manner here illustrated, as well as to furnish abun¬ 
dance of pollen. 

The section on anemophilous (wind-fertilized) plants,— 
their interest as survivals of the earlier phsenogamic vegetation, 
the speculation as to how, when flying insects came to prevail, 
an anemophilous plant may have been rendered entomophi- 
lous, — how pollen, being a most nutritious substance, would 
soon have been discovered and devoured by insects, and by 
adhering to their bodies be carried from anthers to stigma 
and from one flower to another, — how^ waste secretion, such 
as honey-dew or glandular exudations, may have been devel¬ 
oped into nectar and utilized as a lure, — the interesting illus- 
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trations o£ tlie vast amount of pollen produced by anemophi- 
lous plants, and the great distances to which their light 
pollen is often carried by the wind, — all these inviting topics 
we must now pass by. 

In passing we note the remark that “ the excretion of a 
sweet liquid by glands seated outside of a flower is rarely 
utilized as a means of cross-fertilization by the aid of in¬ 
sects ; ” and the sole exception alluded to is that of the bracts 
of Marcc/raviacecB, But a parallel case is afforded by many 
species of Euphorbia, and notably in a striking species culti¬ 
vated in conservatories, under the name of Poinsottia. Here 
the attraction to the eye is supplied by the intense red colora¬ 
tion of ordinary leaves placed next to the inflorescence, and 
that to tlie palate or tongue (if either term bo allowed), by 
a large cup-shaped gland on the side of the involucre, which 
contains or surrounds the naked and greatly simplified flowers 
of both sexes. 

That anemophilous plants are prevailingly declinous (either 
monoecious or dioecious) is speculatively connected with their 
antiquity; that they are very largely trees or shrubs is 
because “ the long life of a tree or bush permits of the separa¬ 
tion of the sexes with much less risk of evil from imi)regnji- 
tion occasionally failing, and seeds not being produced, than 
in the case of short-lived plants. Hence it is probably, as 
Lecoq has remarked, that annual plants arc rarely dicneious.” 
The number of anernojdnlous species is comparatively small, 
but that of individuals of the species strikingly large, so that 
they form of themselves, in cold and temperate regions, 
where plant-fertilizing insects are fewer, either vast forests, 
as of Conifc7*m^ Birches, Beeches, etc., or meadows and glades, 
as of Grasses, Sedges, and liushes. Being thus either neces¬ 
sarily or prevailingly cross-fertilizable and gregarious, it is 
not wonderful that they should hold their own unchanged in 
various parts of the world. Still their advantage is gained 
at the expense of the production of an enonnous superfluity 
of pollen, a costly product; and, when dioecious, half the in¬ 
dividuals produce no seed. Hermaphroditism with dicho¬ 
gamy, or some equivalent, and transportation by an appeal 
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to the senses and appetites of insects, secures all the advan¬ 
tages with least expenditure. The earliest fertilization in 
plants took place hy the locomotion of the fertilizing or even 
of the fertilized material, in manner of most of the Algce: 
mainly losing this as vegetation became terrestrial, the trans¬ 
portation was committed to the winds, and finally in the 
higher plants more economically consigned to insects. 

The eleventh chapter, on the habits of insects in relation 
to the fertilization of flowers, is ofie of the interesting and 
readable although one of the shortest. It appears that the 
prince of naturalists, Aristotle, had observed more than two 
thousand years ago that the hive-bees visited the flowers of 
the same species as long as possible before going to a dif¬ 
ferent species. This holds true of all kinds of bees and cer¬ 
tain other insects, generally, but not absolutely; although, 
as Lubbock has recently proved, bees are much guided by 
color, yet they hold to the practice just mentioned in spite 
of difference in this respect, being botanists enough to know 
that color is not a good specific character. Mr. Darwin has 
repeatedly seen humble-bees flying straight from a red Frax- 
inella to a white variety, from one Larkspur to a different- 
colored variety; and the same as to Primroses and Pansies. 
But two species of Poppy were by some bees treated as one; 
and H. Muller traced hive-bees from blue Hyacinths to blue 
Violets. On the other hand, Darwin’s bees fly straight from 
clump to clump of yellow QEnothera without turning an inch 
in their course to Eschscholtzias with yellow flowers which 
abound on either side. This constancy to species, however, is 
manifested only when their flowers abound; a fact which may 
have led Mr. Darwin to his explanation of the reason of it. 

‘‘ The cause probably lies in insects being thus enabled to 
work quicker; they have just learned how to stand in the 
best position on the flower, and how far and in what direc¬ 
tion to insert their proboscides. They act on the same prin¬ 
ciple as does an artificer who has to make a half a dozen en¬ 
gines, and who saves time by making consecutively each wheel 
and part for all of them. Insects, or at least bees, seem 
much influenced by habit in all their manifold operations; 
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and we shall presently see that this holds good in their felo¬ 
nious practice of biting holes through the corolla.” — (p. 420.) 
As to this latter practice — 

“ The motive which impels bees to gnaw holes through the 
corolla seems to be the saving of time, for they lose much 
time in climbing into and out of large flowers, and in forcing 
their heads into closed ones. They were able to visit nearly 
twice as many flowers, as far as I could judge, of a Stachys 
and I^eutsternon by alighting on the upper surface of the 
corolla and sucking through the cut holes, than by entering 
in the proper way. Nevertheless each bee before it has had 
much practice, must lose some time in making each new 
perforation, especially when the perforation must be made 
through both calyx and corolla. This action therefore imi)lies 
foresight, of which faculty we have abundant evidence in 
their building operations; and may we not further believe 
that some trace of their social instinct, that is, of working 
for the good of other members of the community, may here 
likewise play a part ? Many years ago I was struck with the 
fact tliat humble-bees as a general rule perforate flowers only 
when these grow in largo numbers near together,” etc., etc. 
(p. 433.) 

It appears that the cutting of these holes is done only by 
humble-bees, never by hive-bees. Yet the latter are quick to 
take advantage of them. 

In. the early part of the summer of 1857 I was led to 
observe during some weeks several rows of the scarlet Kidney- 
bean (^Phaseolus multiJloTUB)^ whilst attending the fertiliza¬ 
tion of this plant, and daily saw humble and hive-bees suck¬ 
ing at the mouths of the flowers. But one day I found sev¬ 
eral humble-bees employed in cutting holes in flower after 
flower; and on the next day every single hive-bee, without 
exception, instead of alighting on the left wing petal and suck¬ 
ing the flower in the proper manner, flew straight without the 
least hesitation to the calyx, and sucked through tlie holes 
which had been made only the day before by the humble-bees, 
and they continued this habit for many following days. Mr. 
Belt has communicated to me (July 28,1874) a similar case, 
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with the sole difference that less than half of the flowers 
had been perforated by the humble-bees; nevertheless all the 
hive-bees gave up sucking at the mouths of the flowers and 
visited exclusively the bitten ones. Now how did the hive- 
bees find out so quickly that holes had been made ? Instinct 
seems to be out of the question as the plant is an exotic. 
The holes cannot be seen by bees whilst standing on the 
wing-petals, where they had always previously alighted. From 
the ease with which bees were deceived when the petals of 
Lobelia Lrinus were cut off, it was clear that in this case 
they were not guided to the nectar by its smell; and it may 
be doubted whether they were attracted to the holes in the 
flowers of the Phaseolus by the odor emitted from them. 
Did they perceive the holes by the sense of touch in their 
proboscides, whilst sucking the flowers in the proper manner, 
and then reason that it would save them time to alight on the 
outside of the flower and use the holes ? This seems almost 
too abstruse an act of reason for bees; and it is more prob¬ 
able that they saw the humble-bees at work, and understand¬ 
ing what they were about, imitated them and took advantage 
of the shorter path to the nectar. Even with animals high 
in the scale, such as monkeys, we should be surprised at hear¬ 
ing that all the individuals of one species within the space 
of twenty-four hours understood an act performed by a dis¬ 
tinct species and profited by it.” — (pp. 430, 431.) 

But we must cut short our citations and remarks ; passing 
by one of the most important points, relative to the amount 
of fertilizing work done by insects, namely, the evidence of 
the extraordinary industry of bees and the number of flowers 
visited within a short time; which, as well as the distance 
to which pollen is sometimes transported, is far greater than 
one would have supposed. But the volume is reprinting by 
the Appletons, and will soon be within the reach of all, — 
along with a new edition of the Orchid-fertilization book, the 
proper supplement to the present work, relating as it does to 
the class of plants in which the adaptation for fertilization by 
insects is carried to the highest degree of. specialization and 
perfection. 
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THE HYBRIDIZATION OP LILIES. 

Me. PxVRKMAN, under the above title, gives a summary^ of 
liis experiments, during ten or twelve years, in ci'ossing Lilies. 
One of the earlier results, and that whi(?h the horticulturists 
count as the eminent one, was the production of that mag¬ 
nificent hybrid between X. auratum and L. speciosum^ with 
flower resembling the former in fragrance and form and the 
most brilliant varieties of the latter in color, which was 
brought out in England under the name of JAUuvi Park- 
manni- The interesting physiological point which Mr. Park- 
man here records is, that this striking novelty was wholly 
unique ; that all the other seeds of the same parentage which 
germinated, over fifty in number, gave rise to plants which in 
the blossom showed no trace of the male parent, L. auratum^ 
but were exactly like the female parent, L. ^pedomm. That 
these plants were truly hybrids, notwithstanding, is well made 
out: 1, by the precautions taken against any possible access of 
own pollen; 2, by the scantiness of seed, most of which was 
abortive; 3. “ such good seed as there was differed in appear¬ 
ance from the seed of the same Lily fertilized by the pollen of 
its own species,’’ which is smooth, whil <3 this was rough and 
wrinkled; and 4, the stems were mottled after the manner of 
the male parent. 

It would naturally be thought that this alight but evident 
impression of the character of the male ])arent might be 
deepened by iteration. That was tried next year, when the 
flowers of several of these plants were fertilized with the |>olIen 
of L, aumtvm precisely as their fimiale ])arent had been fer¬ 
tilized. The result was an extremely scanty crop of seed, 
'‘hut there was enough to produce 8 or 10 young bulbs. Of 
these, when they bloomed, one boro a flower combining tbe 
features of both parents, but though large, it was far inferior 
to L. Parkmanni in form and color; tlie remaining flowers 

^ The Hihndization of LUm. By Francis Farkman, in Bull. Bussey In¬ 
stitution, ii., 1877. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 ser., xv. 
144.) 
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were not distinguishable from those of the pure L, speciosumy 
The article records the results of various similar attempts to 
hybridize other Lilies. For instance, our L, superlum was 
pollenized with eight different old-world species. The result 
was, that capsules, apparently perfect, were abundantly pro¬ 
duced ; some of them contained nothing but chaff, others had 
a few imperfect seeds, still others gave a fair supply of good 
seed. From this seed several hundred young bulbs were pro¬ 
duced. ‘‘ But when these came into bloom, not a single flower 
of them all was in the least distinguishable from the pure 
L, superlumy Moreover, in this case (different from the 
other) “ not one of the eight different male parents had im¬ 
posed his features on his hybrid offspring. Not only in their 
flowers, but in their leaves, stems, and bulbs, the young plants 
showed no variation from their maternal parent.’^ The ex¬ 
periment proceeded one generation farther. “ In the following 
year I set some of them apart from the rest, and applied to 
them, as to their mother before them, the pollen of several 
species of Lilies, This time the seeds were extremely scanty. 
A few, however, were produced; but the plants and flowers 
that resulted from them were, to all appearance, L, superbum 
pure and simple.’* 

In trials of other species results intermediate between these 
two cases were obtained. For instance, the pure white of the 
perianth of L, longiflorum came out unstained in the progeny 
raised by a crossing with X. speciosum^ and the herbage was 
equally unaffected; but in that or the next generation “ dis¬ 
tinct evidence could be seen of the action of alien pollen ” in 
the changed color of many of the anthers, and in the abortion 
of others. They also showed differences of habit among them¬ 
selves, some being very tall and vigorous, and others compact 
and bushy, with a tendency to bloom in clusters; but these 
may have been mere seedling variations, with which the hy¬ 
bridization had nothing to do. Yet some of these marks cor¬ 
respond with known results of hybridization. 

That offspring should partake unequally of the characters 
of the two parents is a matter of common observation. That 
in the genus Lilium the hybrid offspring should in forty 
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instances out of fifty take almost all its traits from the female 
parent, as Mr. Parkman lias shown, is very remarkable. 
That, in not a few instances, it should take them all, so far 
as can be seen, — that the paternal influence should be repre¬ 
sented by zero, — is most extraordinary. If parthenogenesis 
in plants were more unequivocally demonstrated, so as to bo 
placed in certain instances (piito beyond doubt (which is 
hardly tlui case), then wo should regard the supposition which 
Mr. l^irkman mentions as having been suggested to him, 
namely, that in the case of L. mpcrhian the embryo was devel¬ 
oped without male influence, to be quite as likely as the alter¬ 
native of the progeny’s inheriting everything from the female 
and nothing from the male parent; in fact the two suppositions 
approximate to the same thing. We are supposing tlus total 
absence of male parent’s characters, and also that the alternar 
tive of fertilization by chance pollen of the sjiecies is absolutely 
excluded. Of this there is very high probability, yet not 
entire certainty. One of Mr. Parkman’s ‘‘reasons for be¬ 
lieving that parthenogenesis had nothing to do with the crises 
in question,” namely, that some of the Ijilies were young plants 
that never had bloomed before, lias no application, but comes 
from a slight confusion of the idea of parthenogenesis with 
the effect in some animals of a previous male infliumce upon 
next succeeding progeny, which is quite a dilTciHmt thing. 

The fact that more than ono sort of hybrid may he gen¬ 
erated between the same two 8pcci(‘s, copulated in tin* same 
way, must do away with the old mo<le of naming hybrids by a 
combination of the name of the two parents, that of the male 
preceding. The plan had the double advantage} of indi(?ating 
the origin of the cross, and of distinguishing hybrids from 
species in nomenclature; but in practice it proves insufficient. 
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PHYTOGAMY. 

If this name has not been coined already it ought to be. 
For “ the loves of the plants,” so mellifluously sung by Dr. 
Erasmus Darwin in the days of our grandfathers, have been 
in our time, through a felicitous atavism, more scientifically, if 
prosaically, expounded by his grandson, in a series of articles 
and volumes, of which the subjoined are the principal titles.^ 
If we have too long delayed our notice of these boohs, we 
make amends by calling attention to them at the season which 
invites and amply rewards the observations in field and garden 
which they suggest. Mainly in consequence of these writings, 
the subject which our new word connotes, namely, the connu¬ 
bial relations of plants, has become a popular and fruitful 
branch of biological science, which has its own laws and rules 
and technical terms, its distinction of legitimate and illegiti¬ 
mate unions, and tables of forbidden degrees. For example, 
it is not lawful, at least it is not en regie nor beneficial, for 
‘‘ thrum-eyed ” Primroses to interbreed, nor for pin-eyed ” 
Primroses to interbreed. Such are illegitimate unions, seldom 
blessed with progeny. To the uncurious observer in Words¬ 
worth’s poem, — 

A primrose by a river’s brim 
A yellow primrose was to him, 

And it was nothing more.” 

But as concerns the Primrose, where seed-bearing is in 
question, if it be one of the thrum-eyed stock, the pollen 
brought to it must come from the pin-eyed, and vice versa, in 
order to secure full fertility. Tiny blue-eyed Houstonias, en¬ 
amelling our meadows in early spring, and fragrant Mitchel- 
las, carpeting Pine-woods in midsummer, are in a similar case. 
It is this kind of arrangement for cross-breeding to which 

1 The Different Foyms of Flowers on Plants of the Same Species, — The 
Various Contrivances by which Orchids are Fertilized by Insects. Second 
Edition, revised. — The Effects of Cross and Self-Fertilization in the Vege¬ 
table Kingdom. By Charles Darwin. London and Kew York, 1876-77. 
(The Nation, No. 667, April 11,1878.) 
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the larger part of Darwin’s latest volume on “The DiiEferent 
Forms of Flowers on Plants of the Same Species ” is devoted. 
In such flowers — and they are rather niunerous and of many 
families—the advantage of cross-breeding between different 
individuals of the same species is uiuiuestionable, for it is 
essential to full fertility. The differences in structure, which 
consist of relative and reciprocal length of stamens and style 
in blossoms otherwise alike, have long been known ; the mean¬ 
ing of it was one of Darwin’s happy thoughts, and the con¬ 
firmation is due to his labors. Ho demonstrated that the 
structure was correlated to the transport by insects of the 
pollen of the one sort to the stigma of the other, and that each 
pollen was inert, or nearly so, upon the stigma of the flower 
it belonged to, but potent upon the stigma of the other sort, 
upon which, in passing from blossom to blossom among the 
plants (of about equal number as to sort), the visiting insects 
are pretty sure to deposit it. 

It is noteworthy that this significant dimori)hi8m belonp to 
certain species of a considerable number of natural families, 
while others, sometimes even of the same genus, and in most 
of their species, show no trace of it; as if certain favored 
species had acquired a peculiarity in which tlieir brethnui have 
not shared. Wc ourselves call tomiml some spccdcs in which 
this acquisition is either incipient or the cornilations imperfc<*t. 
But in his earliest work of the present series, on “ The Vari¬ 
ous Contrivances by which Orchids aro Fertilized by Insects,” 
—a fascinating volume, which has recently bc(‘n brought out 
in a second edition, — the “ contrivances,” as they may well be 
termed, are the common property of the whole order, although 
each genus seems to have patented a modification of its own. 
Here there is no dimorphism, but (with rare exceptions) all 
the flowers are alike, and all agree in having the j>ollen placed 
tantalizingly near the stigma, but prevented from reaching 
it, as well as in having some arrangement for the |>ollen’s 
being transported by insects from one flower to another, ulti- 
mately from one plant to another. Wonderful arrangements, 
indeed, they are, which it requires a volume to describe, and 
of which we can here offer no details. Suffice it to say that, 
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in this great order, cross-fertilization must be all but universal 
as between dijfferent flowers of the same plant, and commonly 
between different individual plants. 

In both these kinds of hermaphrodite flowers the practical 
separation of the sexes is hardly less than in Oaks, Willows, 
and other trees and herbs, in which the stamens and pistils 
occupy distinct plants or different blossoms. To these three 
classes, then, Mr. Charles Darwin’s aphorism, Nature abhors 
perpetual self-fertilization,” undoubtedly applies. But there 
remains an equal number of plants with hermaphrodite blos¬ 
soms, all alike, with no obvious obstacle to fertilization with 
their own pollen, while in many the adaptations are such as 
must apparently insure it, and indeed does very commonly 
insure it. Wherefore it is nowise surprising that self-fertili¬ 
zation was the orthodox doctrine —that there was thought to 
be a general adaptation for the falling of the pollen upon the 
stigmas of the same blossom. It is true that Christian Con¬ 
rad Sprengel taught the contrary, in his work entitled “ The 
Secret of Nature Discovered,” published eighty-five years ago, 
and that ho — mainly upon good observations — in a measure 
anticipated Mr. Darwin’s aphorism; but he was accounted 
whimsical and untrustworthy by his own generation, and was 
forgotten by the next. Not so the contemporary ‘‘ Loves of 
the Plants” — the hymnal of the old orthodox cult—which 
sings the — 

Gay hopes and amorous sorrows of the mead,” 

in verse which our fathers were fond of, but from which we 
will not further quote. Had Dr. Erasmus Darwin known 
Sprengel’s book, and brought to it the insight of the grand¬ 
son, how different and how much richer the poem might have 
been. What curious facts and teeming fancies have been left 
unsung! 

To H. Miiller and to Hildebrand, two of Sprengel’s coun¬ 
trymen, in our own day, may be credited the confirmation of 
the latter’s thesis as respects the general run of hermaphrodite 
flowers; and this by showing what a large proportion even 
of these are functionally unisexual, either by the shedding of 
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their pollen before the stigma of that blossom is ready to re¬ 
ceive it, or by the development and subsequent shrivelling of 
the stigma before the pollen matures, or by various other 
arrangements of like effect. And liere, too, comes in the sig¬ 
nificant fact for the evolutionist, that these arrangements be¬ 
long to widely different families, but only to certain of their 
species or groups of species, and not to their near relatives; 
also that they are more pronounced in some species than in 
others. 

Yet, withal, there is much close-fertilization, and no one 
has demonstrated this better than Mr. Darwin, nor so well 
illustrated its meaning. The more particular and special the 
adaptations for cross-fertilization — de|>ending, as they mainly 
do, upon insect-transportation, consequent upon visits for nec¬ 
tar or other floral products —the greater the chances of no 
fertilization through the failure of the proper insect visitation. 
So nature, not scorning a succedaneum, arranges for self-fer¬ 
tilization also as the next best thing, indicating her preference, 
however, by endowing the pollen with greater potency up>n 
other stigma than its own; the principle throxighout being to 
place the pollen where it will do the most good, all things 
considered. But Mr. Darwin insists, apjiarently with reason, 
that cross-breeding is the general plan, and closed-breeding the 
subsidiary proceeding, or at least that no species of flowering 
plants is deprived of its chance of wide-breeding, or fails to 
receive the benefit of it for any long number of generations. 

This assumes that wide-breeding is beneficial. The assump¬ 
tion is one which a teleologist like Darwin is bound to make, 
and which an investigator like Darwin is bound to verify, if 
possible. The assumption is that ends elaborately brought to 
pass in a large number of species, in a variety of ways, and 
by great nicety and exactness of ailaptation, cannot be mean¬ 
ingless or useless — mtist somehow conduce to the well-beiBg 
of the species. Happily, this inference holds equally good 
whether, with the old-fashioned teleologist, the word ** and 
denotes a result aimed at, or, as in Darwinian teleology, a 
result attained. The two senses are not contradictory, and, 
as concerns the validity of the inference, it matters not which 
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sense is adopted, or whether the two are combined. Darwin’s 
investigation, undertaken to determine by experiments whether 
such crossing is beneficial, is published in the remaining volume 
of the series under consideration — that on The Effects of 
Cross and Self-Fertilization in the Vegetable Kingdom.” It 
does not fall within the scope and limits of this notice to set 
forth the nature and the extent of these experiments, Eeaders 
interested will go to the book, and probably have done so 
already. As to the results we may only say that, on the whole, 
they corroborate the inference — in some cases unequivocally 
and strongly, in others feebly, while in a very few the result 
was simply negative. While the crossing in many cases showed 
astonishing reinvigoration, and self-fertilization evident injury, 
the maximum good was obtained at the first or second cross¬ 
ing ; and some close-fertilized plants soon became tolerant of 
that condition, and retained their fertility for several close- 
bred generations. If the Darwinian thesis was on the whole 
maintained, yet it was also shown that plants have many in¬ 
explicable idiosyncrasies, and that many unknown or obscure 
factors enter into the results of the experiment. On looking 
over the series we are reminded of the late Jeffries Wyman’s 
aphorism: “ No single experiment in physiology is worth 
anything.” 

It seems reasonably made out that the benefit of cross is, 
ccBteris parihics^ in. direct relation to a certain difference in 
constitution between the two parents, or to some difference 
in their surroundings or antecedents, from which diversity of 
constitution may be inferred. The benefit is more decided 
when the parents come together from a distance than when 
grown side by side for several generations, and “ a cross be¬ 
tween two flowers on the same plant does no good, or very 
little good.” The qualification is a proper one. It would be 
hasty to infer that it does absolutely no good, even though 
the advantage be inappreciable in any single instance. Still, 
however just and fairly well sustained the principle of Dar¬ 
win’s aphorism may be, it is confronted by the immense and 
seemingly endless vitality of long-propagated varieties which 
do not seed at all. 
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If we were writing a popular review of this volume on 
cross and self-fertilization, we should make much of the tenth 
and eleventh chapters, on the means of fertilization, and es¬ 
pecially of ci’oss-fertilization; on the plants which are sterile, 
or more than half-sterile, without insect aid ; and, above all, 
on the habits of insects in relation to the fertilization of 
flowers. A closing chapter in the volume, on the Forms of 
Flowers, should also receive attention — that in which cleis- 
togamous blossoms are discussed, namely, small and incon¬ 
spicuous ones which never open, but are far more fei*tilo than 
the showy ordinary blossoms of the same plants; for capital 
converse testimony, to the effect that all ordinary flowers arc 
in primary reference to cross-fertilization, may bo derived 
from the structure and behavior of these blossoms, in which 
the contrary intent is unmistakable. When nature means 
close-fertilization she makes her purpose manifest. Also, we 
should note that this cleistogamy is sporadic, affects certain 
families only, and certain members only of families not other¬ 
wise particularly related; so that this peculiarity also seems 
to ho of spocdal and apparently late acquisition. When wo 
gather into one lino the several threads of evidence of this 
sort, to which we have barely alluded, we find that they hml 
in the same direction with the clews furnished by the study 
of abortive organs: slender, indeed, each thread may be, but 
they are manifold, and together they bind us firmly to the 
doctrine of the derivation of species. 


BENTHAM’S FLORA OP AUSTRALIA, 

Tins volume ^ brings a great undertaking to a happy com¬ 
pletion. The first volume was issued in the year 1863, and 
the work has made steady progress to the end. It is the com¬ 
plete phasnogamous Flora of a continent, and the only one ; 

^ Flora Australimsu: a Description of the Plants of the Australian Ter^ 
ritory. By Georg© Bentham, assisted by Baron Ferdinand von Mueller. 
Roxhurghiacem to Filkes. London, 1878. (American Journal of Science 
and Arts, S ser., xvL 237.) 
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is worked up by one mind and hand, within a time and at an 
age which allows no sensible change of ideas or points of view, 
so that it is throughout comparable with itself. It is the 
work of the most experienced and wise systematic botanist of 
the day, and when we know that fully as much other work, 
of equal character, has been done within these fifteen years, 
it will not be denied that the author’s industry and powers of 
accomplishment are unrivalled. No one else has done such 
good botanical work at such a rate. If, as some fear, the 
race of first-class systematic (phsenogamous) botanists is des¬ 
tined to die out or dwindle, it will not be for the lack in our 
day of a worthy model. 

In the concluding Preface, Mr. Bentham turns over to his 
able and equally indefatigable coadjutor. Von Mueller, the 
duty of incorporating addenda and corrections, and suggests 
the preparation of a methodical synopsis, for convenient use, 
especially in Australia, where such a handbook will be most 
helpful and needful. This trust, we doubt not. Von Mueller 
will duly undertake, and may be expected worthily to ac¬ 
complish. His fellow-workers over the world are not un¬ 
mindful of their great obligations to him in the development 
of Australian botany, and in rendering practicable the pro¬ 
duction of this ‘‘ Flora Australiensis ” which has been equally 
enriched by his vast collections and facilitated by his prelim¬ 
inary study of them. 

Mr. Bentham now declines to undertake a detailed ex¬ 
amination of the relations, as well of the whole flora to that 
of other countries, as of its component parts to each other,” 
referring instead to ‘‘ the principles laid down by J. D. Hooker 
in the admirable essay prefixed to his ‘ Flora Tasmanise,’ ” 
but recapitulating shortly the general characteristics of the 
chief component parts of the present flora of Australia, the 
most peculiar one of any large part of the globe. Let us still 
hope that he may some day reconsider this determination, so 
far as to discuss in a general way the relations of Australian 
botany to the history of vegetation on the globe. 

Peculiar as the Australian vegetation is, its treatment not 
rarely touches points which concern the student of the Ameri- 
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can flora. Especially interesting to us is the elaboration, in 
the present volume, of tlie Graminea\ in which General Mun- 
ro’s matured views — as yet little known by publication — 
have passed under the independent consideration of a veteran 
general botanist, and in which the author’s own conclu¬ 
sions regarding the morphology and terminology of the floral 
parts and their accessories are practically applied. We duly 
noticcnl Mr. Bentham’s essay on this subject, and had to 
acknowledge that its conclusions arc apparently incontro¬ 
vertible. 

Next to this order in importance is the order Cj/jjerdcecv.^ 
upon the arrangement of which sound judgment is brought 
to bear. The great order Liliaceca is made to include the 
Smilacem^ and not the Roxburghiaccw.. We should have 
excluded both, but Smilax in preference. Contrary to Mr. 
Bentham’s opinion, we should insist that the anthers in 
Smilax are unilecular but bilocellato. The diagnosis of Itox- 
hurghiacecB in the conspectus distinguishes the order from 
Australian Liliaccse only, and by an oversight the second 
genus of the order is said to be restricted to Japan, whereas 
it was founded on a North American plant* 


BE CANDOLLE’S NEW MONOGRAPHS. 

In this form ^ and way we may hope to see the Monocoty- 
ledonous orders elaborated, and some of the earlicir Dicoty¬ 
ledonous ones re-elaborated. The middle of this volume is 
filled by the monograph of IteMiaccm^ by Dr. Ma8t(‘rs. This 
is an order allied on the one hand to t/uncacea\ on the other 
to Cgperacem^ of twenty genera and two hundred and thirty- 
four species, wholly of the southern hemisphere, divided 
between South Africa (which has much the larger share), 

^ Monographim Phmierogamarum Prodrmni nunc emtinmdo, nunc revi- 
siOf anctoribus Alphonso et Casimir Do Caiulollo, aliisqne Botanicis ultra 
memoratis. VoL I. SmUaemt Restiacece, Meliacemt cum tabuVm ix. Paris, 
June, 1878. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 ser., xvL 325 ; 
xxxiv. 490.) 
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and Australia with New Zealand, and a single species in Chili. 
It is not a prepossessing family, and presents peculiar diffi¬ 
culties to the systematist, on account of the dioecious character 
of most of them, and a striking difference between the plants 
of the two sexes, which in collections are hard to match. 
Much praise is due to Dr. Masters for his great laboi', patience, 
and skill. The latter half of the volume is occupied by Casi- 
mir l)c Candolle with his neat revision of the Meliacece,^ 
chiefly a tropical order. The stamineal tube in the monadel- 
phous Meliacem is concluded to be a staminiferous disk. The 
Smilaccm by Alphonse De Candolle form the smaller but to 
us the most interesting part of the volume. 

This order is restricted to three genera: two of them dioe¬ 
cious, Ileterosmilax with united sepals, no petals, and three 
monadelphous stamens (east Asiatic), Smilax with separate 
sepals, petals, and (G—15) stamens; the third, Khipogonum 
(of New Zealand and Australia), with hermaphrodite flowers. 
Of Smilax one hundred and eighty-six species are character¬ 
ized, and a dozen or two more are obscure or doubtful. There 
are thirty-eight pages of prefatory generalia,, in De Candolle’s 
best manner. We are pleased to find that he keeps up the 
specific phrase^ and with true Linnsean curtness, relegating all 
particulars, not truly diagnostic under the sections and other 
divisions, to the description. In discussing the nature and 
characters of the leaf (which in its general sense is called 
‘‘recentement et assez inutilement phyllome”) the morphology 
of the petiolar tendrils has to be considered; the conclusion 
is that these answer rather to leaflets than to stipules, and the 
articulation, in some species well marked, between the blade 
and the petiole, or in the petiole, is noted as supplying good 
specific characters, which have been overlooked. The umbels 
are centrifugal or cymose. To distinguish, as is here done, 
the perianth into sepals and petals and to use these names 
when practicable, is most proper; but it hardly follows that 
the term perianth or perigone will then have no raison d^etre. 
Whatever the number and position of the stamens, the carpels 
are superposed to the sepals, as indeed is the case in most 
Monocotyledons. It is pertinently noted that in Smilax, 
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always dioecious, and with dull-colored pei'ianth, the pollen is 
papillose as in most entomophilous flowers; but that lihipo- 
gonum, the only hennaphrodito genus, has a smoothish pollen, 
more like that transportable by the winds. Most have odor¬ 
ous blossoms, some pleasantly, some the reverse. De Can¬ 
dolle asks whether in our Coprosmanthus (the name of which 
indicates the ill odor) this is common to both sexes and tlic 
same in both. Can any of our readers speak to this? An 
exposition of the geographical distribution of the onler, and 
of what is known of it in a fossil state, is followed by a state¬ 
ment that all the four natural sec'tions of Hmilax and the two 
other genera—i. r., all the types of the order — ci^exist in the 
comparatively small area comprised between the north of New 
Holland, the Fiji Islands, the Sandwich Islands, and tJapan ; 
that India has four of these six types, Now Ilollaml three, 
North America two, all Europe and Africa one; Soutli Amer¬ 
ica only one, hut is rich in species. The speculative inference 
is, that, anterior to the eocene formations of Europe, the 
ancestors of tho family occupied a continent situated in the 
region above indicated, of wbich the most ancient form was 
probably monuH‘iouH, gamost^palous, ajHitalous, momuh^lphoim, 
and with more or hiss volatile jxdlen, — in short was liki* 1 le- 
tcrosmilax ; that this ancestor was in that region divt^rsihed, 
giving origin to the five otheu* gixmps, beginning with Eu- 
smilax, the widest diffused and most numerous in species, 
and finishing with Jihipogonum, which with Hc'terosmilax 
has clung to its birthplace. The sole Californian Smihix is 
refeiTcd, as a variety, to S. but is nearer K 

hwpida^ although distinct from both. 

VoL V. Par» meundd: AmpvUdv<v ; by J. K. Plamdion, has 
at length appeared. It occupies 350 pages; and it n^prosents 
a great amount of labor, the permanent value ami complete 
acceptance of which cannot bo mljudicakd off-hand. The 
plan of merging all tho forms into one genus, Vitis, has been 
abundantly tried, not with very satisfactory results, —partly, 
it may bo, bocauso tho groups have not been well worked 
out. Professor Planehon, a most experienced and keen bot¬ 
anist, who has especially investigated the Vines for a good 
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many years, has very naturally tried the other tack, and has 
developed the Linnjean Vitis and Cissus into ten genera. The 
principles upon which he has proceeded, as explained in the 
preface, are wholly legitimate; and one could wish that they 
have been successfully applied. This, only use can deter¬ 
mine. We may be confident, however, that if this monograph 
had been in the hands of the authors of tlie latest Genera 
Plantarum, they would not have bodily adopted its conclu¬ 
sions, although they would have been much helped by the 
elaborate investigations, and might have seen their way to 
admit three or four genera. They would not have trusted 
over-much to the diffcrciujo between polygamo-di<ncious, poly- 
gamo-moncBcious and partly pseudo-hermaphrodite, herma¬ 
phrodite and probably some pHcudo-hcrmaphrodite, and her¬ 
maphrodite or rather physiologically polyganio-inon<i‘(rH)us and 
with sonic blossoms pstuido-hcrmaphrodite, — differences which 
must bo shadowy,— nor to variations in the mere shape of 
style and stigma. And as to the disk, which should be more 
tangible and hopeful, wo gather from Planchon^s synopsis and 
from our own observations that there aro only three types. 
In the true Grapevines the disk is represented by nearly dis¬ 
tinct and free nectariferous glands, alternate with the stamens. 
In most other it is cupular or annular (entire or 

crenate or lobed), with base or lower half more adnate to the 
base of the ovary, but at least the margin or lobes free. In 
the Virginia Creeper there is really no disk at all, as was first 
noted by Dr. Torrey in his ‘‘ Flora of the Northern States,” 
in 1824, and insisted on in the ‘‘Flora of North America," in 
1838, and again in the “ Genera Illustrata,” where thtu’c are 
correct figures. Dr. Planchon expresses the same opinion in 
essence but in different language, i. c., “Discus obsoletus 
ovarii basi plane adnatus et tantum colore proprio subdis- 
tinetus,” We could not make much of the color; but the 
tissue does thicken more or less, and possibly may become 
obscurely nectariferous ; but the flowers are not attractive to 
bees, as the allied species from Japan is. In the latter, while 
there is equally no hypogynous disk, there is much thickening 
of nectariferous tissue over all the lower part of the ovary 
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more or less in longitudinal ridges, the whole “plane adnatus” 
throughout. Now we should make more of these three types 
tPan Dr. Planchon does. For the first goes with the calyi). 
trately caducous corolla and polyganio-<li(eciou.s flowers of 
true Vitis. The third with disk, if so called, wholly confluent 
with the ovary itself, helongs to and includes all of the few 
known species (including Planchon’s Landukia), which have 
the striking biological character of climbing by the dilatation 
and adhesion of the tendril tips; and their flowers are 5-mer- 
ous, essentially hermaphrodite, anti with oxi)anding corolla. 
The second type of disk goes with d-merous anti stuno b-merous 
flowers with corolla expanding in anthesis, that is, to the genus 
Cissus. Wo do not see the way to break this uj) into genera, 
certainly not on the number of parts, for this varies in some 
species, and while C. stans is S-merous, the closely related 
C. orientalis is 4-merou8. However it may bo with some 
exotic groups, we must restore our two species, which formed 
part of Michaux’s Ampelopsis, to the genus Cissus. Under 
that view the generic nomenclature is clear. The genus Am- 
polopsis (Michaux, p.p. and Torr. and Cray) is to 1)0 main¬ 
tained on tho lines long ago laid down in this country, and 
now reinforced, for those species whicdi arc jmpularly well 
known under this name. Wo do not feel obligiul to defer to 
any work of lljifinosque as late as tho year iHdO. Hut, as to 
tho pi'csont point, it seems to us that when Dr. Plaiudjon fol¬ 
lowed him in tho appropriation of one j)art of Michaux’s Am- 
pclof)sis, he should also have adoptod l{afinc8(juo’s name for 
the other part, namely, Quinaria, instead of making a new 
name, Parthenocissus, tho former name lioing free for use. 
In our view both names arc su|)orfluou8. As to tnic Vitis, 
it remains to be scon whether it will 1 k> at all possible to dis¬ 
tinguish twenty or more North American sjmeies. Perhaps 
Engelmann allowed quite as many as can bo defined. But 
Planehon’s long and conscientious labors ujmn tho ^nus and 
the family must be most helpful even where his oonolusions 
are not at once accepted.^ 

^ TMs is the last Keview written by Professor Gray. —C. S. S. 
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EPPING FOREST.i 

“ Epping Forest, and How best to deal with it,” is an article 
by Mr. Wallace in the ^‘Fortnightly Eeview” for November, 
also separately issued, which should not be passed over as a 
matter of local concern. All Mr. Wallace’s writings, even 
the most casual, will be found to touch and to illustrate some 
interesting question. A recent act of Parliament having de¬ 
creed that one of the ancient woodland wastes, Epping For¬ 
est, which lies upon the very borders of London, shall be pre¬ 
served forever as “ an open space for the recreation and 
enjoyment of the public,” the question what to do with it be¬ 
comes a very practical one. It is not enough to say rejoic¬ 
ingly : “ Here at length every one will have a right to roam 
unmolested, and to enjoy the beauties which nature so lavishly 
spreads around when left to her own wild luxuriance. Here 
we shall possess, close to our capital, one real forest, whose 
wildness and sylvan character is to be studiously maintained, 
and which will possess an ever-increasing interest as a sample 
of those broad tracts of woodland which once covered so 
much of our country, and which play so conspicuous a part 
in our early history and national folk-lore.” Unfortunately 
much of it has been spoiled in all senses of the word. But 
Englishmen know how to plant, and the native trees which 
once covered the domain, with the undergrowth which of old 
accompanied them, could be made to flourish again. Prob¬ 
ably the ancient forest could be essentially reproduced in all 
its former vigor, and former monotony. Mr. Wallace has 
something better than this in his mind, and his inspiration is 
caught from Professor Asa Gray’s Harvard lecture on “ For¬ 
est Geography and Archaeology,” which was published last 
summer in the “ American Journal of Science,” the ideas of 
which he adopts, happily summarizes, and applies to the case 
in hand. In re-foresting the open waste portions of Epping, 
he proposes to establish several distinct portions or broad 
tracts, each composed solely of trees and shrubs belonging to 
1 The Nation, No. 704, December 26,1878. 
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some one of the great forest regions of the temperate zone. 
A climate of which it has, we helieve truly, been said that it 
can grow treble the number of species of trees which the At¬ 
lantic United States can, and in which ho many trees have 
been individually tested, offers favorable auspices for an 
undertaking of this kind upon a scale that may give a good 
idea of th(‘ features — not of this or that tree or shruh, hut 
of a forest of the Alleghanies, of the Sierra Ntwiula, of Brit¬ 
ish Columbia, and of tlapan. Even tlu^ Bouthern temperate 
zone may contribute from New Zendand its Kauri Pines and 
Beeches, under which Macaulay’s overworketl Nt*w Zealander 
may encamp on returning from his exem*Biou to view the vxnm 
of London bridge by moonlight. 

When Mr. Wallace declares that there is really no difli- 
culty in producing in England an almost exact copy of a 
North American forest, with all its variety of foliage, with 
its succession of ornamental flowers, and with its glorious 
autumnal tints,” we must agree that the experiment as a 
whole is hopeful, and much of it is already a success in j)iec*e- 
meal plantation. But we are not sure alwmt autumnal tints 
under Loudon skies, considering how much theso differ biv 
one season and another in New England. And, though 
every tree will grow in England, Ixung put to no B(*vt‘re stress 
either in winter or summer, yet not every trt‘e nurtured under 
our elimate — so fierce in both seasons — will bbrnsom in 
England, as witness our ImndHome leguminous inn*, (dadrastiH, 
or Yellow-wood. But a climate which will fairly nourish on 
one soil tlie trees of the Atlantic and the Paeifia fon^sts, 
those of Japan and Mantehuria, of Siberia, Himalaya, and 
the Caueagus, along witli thom’^ to the maimer Imrn, deserves 
to possess them all. We, alas! can seldom grow on one side 
of our continent ilu^ trees and slmibs of the other. More¬ 
over, there is very little forest east of the Ktxjky Mountains 
which an act of Congress could preserve; am!, over that lit¬ 
tle, Congress and the Secretary of the Interior have lately 
been at loggerheads. Yet in Califoniia we have fort«te, still 
public domain, which are the veritable wonders of the world, 
which for the most part are doomed to irrtimediabk dost me- 
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tion, but of wbicb specimens ought to be preserved now when 
they may, now when it will cost nothing, and injuriously af¬ 
fect no man’s interest. For the Kedwood it is almost too 
late; yet a square mile, or half that area, of Redwood forest 
might still be reserved in Mendocino or Humboldt County. 
And from all accounts a square mile or two of true Big-tree 
forest, on or south of King’s River, could well be set apart 
as a perpetual memorial. The Mariposa Grove is indeed 
such a reservation. But this is only a grove of a limited 
number of trees, many of them sadly injured by fires. Far¬ 
ther south this great tree is said to be the main constituent of 
extensive forests. A mile or two of Big-tree forest should be 
set apart before this district is invaded. 


PIOOKER AND BALL’S TOUR IN MAROCCO. 

The isolation of Marocco from the European world is strik¬ 
ingly shown in the fact that up to the publication of this 
goodly volume ^ the principal geographical authority for the 
interior of the country is Leo Africanus. This man was a 
Moor of Granada, who with his kinsfolk, at the time of the 
siege of Granada in 1492, fled to Fez, then the headquarters 
of Arabic culture, and was taken into favor by Mouley Ahmet, 
the founder of the dynasty still reigning in Marocco. He 
traveled throughout the empire, and wrote in Arabic a descrip¬ 
tion of that part of Africa, which he must have had with him 
in manuscript when, in the year 1517, he was captured by 
Christian corsairs, and carried to Rome. The Pope, Leo X., 
hearing of this learned Moor, sent for him, treated him kindly, 
had him baptized, and gave him at the font his own names, 
Giovanni Leone; and so, as the writer of the narrative before 
us naively remarks, the Moor perhaps became as earnest a 
Christian as the pontiff himself. In Rome he translated his 

1 Journal of a Tour in Marocco and the Great Atlas. By Sir J. D. 
Hooker and John Ball. London and New York, 1878. (The Nation, 
No. 718, April 3, 1879.) 
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work into Italian; but it was not printed until 1550, in 
the first edition of Kanuisio’s ‘‘ Collection of Voyages and 
Travels.” Excepting Gerhard Kohlfs — who, by assmning 
the garb and professing the faith of a ]\IuHHuhmin, traviu’setl 
districts where no Christian daro present himself, and who 
could make only surreptitiouH observations and trust them to 
memory—our British travtders were the first Europeans to 
travel in South Marocco and to reach the Great Atlas. 

Their opportunity and their success were exct^ptional. It 
was a botanical expedition, in the «pring of l87I, with the 
president cd the Ib^yal Society and director of Kew Gardens 
at its head, with Mr. Ball, a member, or at least an cx-member 
of Farliainent, as his companion, and a third naturalist, Mr. 
George Maw, as their associate for half the journey. High 
influence was required for obtaining the Sultan’s permission to 
penetrate the country at all; and utmost skill, <letermination, 
and no small assertion were called for to surmount the obstacles 
which were systematically interposed by the autliorities, and 
to baffle attempts to lower the personal importance, and there¬ 
fore frustrate the aims, of this scientifio embassy. On rcatdi- 
ing the tuty of Marocco the playing of the game b{*gun. ''Fhe 
Sultan’s letter instru(*tcd the governor of Mogador to smul 
the English lutkini ami his companions to the care of my slave 
K1 Graoui,” Kai<l slave being the govtuaior of tlu» whoh^ Great 
Atlas region. The <*ity of Marocco was not in his province; 
and there the duty of j^roviding for ilu^ sustenance ami com¬ 
fort of the travelers devolved upon lien Duoud, governor of 
the city. IJefore entering the town our travtdiu'H had managed 
to learn that a very small house with only two nnnm had liean 
provided for them, and that lien Daoud meant to make as 
little of them as possibh!. So a mimsage was sent on that a 
larger house was needed, or else an emdosed garticn in wfiieh 
to pitch their tents. In reply, a larger houso with four WKims 
was offered. On reaching this house at nightfall it proved to 
be mean, dirty, and swarming; so when the rnona^ or present 
for the evening meal, came in, it was ordered hack with scorn. 
It was felt that submission to any belittling at the outset would 
be the beginning of sorrows. 
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“ Tell tlie Governor,” said Hooker, “ tkat my Sultana gives 
me a large house with a garden to live in; hospitality would 
require that the Governor of Marocco should provide me — 
the guest of his Sultan — with a better house; but, in any case, 
I shall not live in a worse one.” 

The messenger returned with the answer: The Governor 
has no better house to give the Christians ; but Marocco is 
large, and they are welcome to provide for themselves.” 
Whereupon the cavalcade moved to the great square, or open 
space, beside the chief mosque and tower of the Kontoubia, 
sending at the same time a message to the Viceroy, son of the 
Sultan, that they should encamp in their own tents until a 
suitable house had been provided. The upshot was that on 
the following day the Viceroy installed them in the palace of 
Ben Dreis, with the adjoining garden, and soundly berated 
the city governor for his churlishness; but it leaked out that 
the poor governor had only obeyed the express orders of the 
Viceroy, who had directed him to begin by offering the mean 
house, then one somewhat larger, and to leave it to the Vice¬ 
roy himself graciously to meet the higher demands if they 
should be insisted on. Fortunately, too, the row with the city 
governor threw the travelers into the hands and good graces 
of his rival, El Graoui, under whose protection and care they 
were to explore the Atlas range. 

It was now full time to determine how this visit and the 
laborious journey they were to undertake were to be made 
intelligent and satisfactory to El Graoui and the other Moor¬ 
ish authorities. The gratification of a desire to learn some¬ 
thing about the vegetation of the Great Atlas would have 
seemed a thin pretext for some sinister design. An insanity 
of this sort might possess the unaccountable soul of some one 
Christian; but that three should be simultaneously smitten 
with it would be thought to pass the bounds of probability. 
The pretense of collecting live plants for Kew Gardens could 
hardly be made plausible to the Moorish mind, except, haply, 
for that one use of plants that every one can understand. The 
Eoyal Gardens are literally the Queen’s Gardens, and herbs 
that will cure diseases are among its most valuable collections. 
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Judicious representations upon this lino would go far toward 
explaining the strange proceeding of the party of travelers, 
and would contain all the truth they were likely to gt‘t credit 
for. So “ there is no doubt that the current belief among our 
own followers was, that the Sultana of England had heard that 
there was somewhere in Maroeeo a plant that would make her 
live forever, and that she had sent her own httklm to find it 
for her.” And when it was seen what toil and hardship these 
botanical explorations entailed, the natural commimtary upon 
the whole proceeding was: “The Sultana of England is a 
severe woman, and she has threatened to give them stick 
(the bastinado) if they do not find the herb she wants/^ 

Those interested in the natural history of an almost un¬ 
known district lying on the very border of Europe; those 
interested in its geography and physical features; the states- 
mau and philanthropist, who may here contemplate in a typi¬ 
cal instance the decadence and depletion of a once prosperous 
people, and note the misery which two or three centuries of 
misrule may bring upon a smiling land ; and those who enjoy 
the charm of fresh and graphic narrative, the sketch by a 
practised hand of keen and quick observations by }>ractised 
eyes, — all these will find this volume attractive reading. To 
us it has been fascinating axul full of sugg(‘sti<)n. 'I'lu' main 
drawback to our travellers' eixjoyment was the^ sufTering which 
they unwittingly inflieetod on the mountain villagers of the 
Atlas — the poor Jiorbors, who are alfcog(^tlH»r the wortixier 
part of the population — through the insatiable rapacity of a 
large escort provided by the Moorish government for their 
protection. If the naturalists could have jomauyed by them¬ 
selves, with needful attendants txnder th(‘ir complete control, 
their support would have entailed no hardship whatever; but 
the shameless extortion and abuse by the guards, which the 
travelers were unable to prevent, must have left a painful 
remembrance upon their minds as well as upon those of the 
despoiled mountaineers. It is hardly a consolation to the 
former that the latter are used to it. 

The appendix to this charming volume is filled with scien¬ 
tific, philological, and geographical details. The most elabo- 
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rate article is that “ On the Geology of the Plain of Marocco 
and of the Great Atlas,” by Mr. Maw. 

As to the orthography of the name of the city and country, 
Morocco is peculiar to the English. In the adoption of 
Marocco the authors follow, as regards the first vowel, the 
universal continental usage. 


BENTHAM ON EUPHOEBIACE^. 

This thoughtful essay ^ presents the general views attained 
to by Mr. Bentham on working up the genera of the great 
order EupTiorbiaceoe for the ensuing volume of the “ Genera 
Plantarum.” We need not specify any of the results, except 
to indicate the author’s decision in the case of the Buxece. 
He does not follow his predecessors, Baillon and J. Mueller, 
who, much as they differ in other respects, agreed in setting 
up the order Buxacem^ taking their cue from Agardh, and 
making much of the dorsal rhaphe. Bentham concludes that 
this small group, however well defined, ought not in a general 
view to be regarded as of higher grade than one of the pri¬ 
mary divisions, or tribes, of EupJiorhiacece- We are not the 
less pleased with this that we quite expected it. 

A wider interest will be felt in Mr. Bentham’s excursus on 
nomenclature, or rather on some questions which the study of 
EuphorhiacecB brought up, and which some recent discussions 
have made pertinent. The general laws of nomenclature of 
our day, and the principles on which they rest, are laid down 
in the code which was reported by Alphonse De Candolle 
to the Paris International Convention, in the year 1867, 
and, being approved, was published with a commentary in 
the autumn of that year, and in an English translation early 
in the following year. The laws, without the commentary, 
were printed in this Journal for July, 1868. The ten years 

^ Notes on Euphorbiaceoe. By George Bentham ; Journal Linnsean 
Society, xvii. London, 1880. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 
3 ser., xvii. 335.) 
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succeeding liavo tested, somewhat thoroughly, the questions 
(nearly all of minor moment) ui)on which differing usages 
prevailed; and though one or two points are still mooted, the 
great majority of phumogamous botanists are coming to be 
of one mind and i)nietieo. But, as Mr. Bentham remarks: 
‘‘ The result has not been (piite effectual in checking the ever- 
increasing spread of confusion in synonymy. Ik^sides the 
young liln^ral-mlnded botanists who scorn to submit to any 
rule but their own, there are others who differ materially in 
their interpretation of some of the laws, or who do nt>t per¬ 
ceive that in following too strictly thtur letter instead of their 
spirit, they are only adding needlessly to the general dis¬ 
order. In the application as well as in the interpretation of 
these rules they do not sufiiciently bear in mind two general 
principles: first, that the object of the Linnamn nomencla¬ 
ture is the ready identification of species, genera, or oilier 
groups for study or reference, not the glorification of bota¬ 
nists; and secondly, that changing an established name is 
very different from giving a new name to a new planf'^ 

It is to the latter point that this most experienced and 
even-minded botanist uddresses himself. ***• The rule that long- 
established custom amounts to jircscription, and may justify 
the maintenance of names which form exenq^tions to those 
laws which shouhl bo strictly adhered to in naming new 
plants, is unfortunately now frecpiently igmjrcd. . . . The 
law of priority is an excellent one; and when a genus or 
species has been well defined by an early botanist in a gen¬ 
erally accessible work, but has subsequently Imen neglected, 
and the plant became known under other names, it is well 
that the original one should be restored. . . . On tlie other 
hand, it creates nothing but confusion to suppress a generic 
name, well-characterized and universally adopted by long 
custom, in favor of a long-forgotten one, vaguely designated in 
an obscure work, out of the reach of tlio great majority of 
botanists, . . . The greater number of Neckoris genera have 
been so imperfectly characterized, witli so absurd a terminol¬ 
ogy, that they are quite indeterminable; and his names de¬ 
serve to be absolutely ignored, except in the very few cases 
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where Jussieu or other early French botanists have succeeded 
in identifying them, and corrected their characters; but even 
then it is doubtful whether these names should not bear the 
date of the correction, rather than of the original work. 
Adanson’s ‘Families,’ with all the inconveniences of its 
form and absurd orthography, is much more scientific, and 
many of his genera are well defined, and have therefore been 
properly adopted.” ... 

Let us here interject a practical application. There is an 
old and well-established genus Smilacina of Desfontaines. 
There is a much older genus Tovaria of Ruiz and Pavon, 
founded in 1794, ever since accepted, and without a syn¬ 
onym. Recently Mr. Baker of Kew, finding that Necker has 
a Tovaria, published in 1790, and therefore four years earlier 
than that of Ruiz and Pavon, takes up this name in place of 
Smilacina, and leaves a new name to be made for the long- 
established homonymous genus. It will be said that the rule 
of priority demands the sacrifice, and that the identification 
of Necker’s genus is sure, because the three Linnsean species 
of Convallaria which properly constitute Desfontaines’ Smi¬ 
lacina are referred to it by name; and that, though it be a 
case of summum jus summa injuria^ the injurious conse¬ 
quence is a necessity. But Mr. Bentham’s characterization 
of Necker’s work applies even to this instance. Twice over 
Necker’s Tovaria is described as having a perianth of five 
sepals, and the berry is said to be one-celled. Desfontaines’ 
Smilacina, on the other hand, is correctly characterized. 
Moreover, if we do not include this among those names of 
Necker which, Mr. Bentham says, “ deserve to be absolutely 
ignored,” we may yet find that the law of priority has an¬ 
other claim on it. In 1763 a much better botanist than 
Necker, namely, Adanson, founded a genus Tovara (essentially 
the same name as Tovaria) on Polygonum Virginianum^ L., 
which is not unlikely to be taken up as a genus; and the 
name would supersede Necker’s by the same rule that Necker’s 
supersedes Desfontaines’ Smilacina. All things considered, 
then, this is a case for the application of the homely but use¬ 
ful rule Quieta own onovere; and much of Mr. Bentham’s 
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pertinent advice may bo condensed into this maxim. But 
there remain nice (piestions to settle with regard to the names 
and extent of the Liliac»eous genus. 

The representiaig the Greek aspirate by an A was gen¬ 
erally neglected by early botanists; but now, ever since 
I>e Candolle altere<l Elichrysum into llelielirysum, mmlern 
purists have insisted upon inserting the A in all easels ; and 
this has been so far acquiesced in that it is difiicult now to 
object to it, though it has the elTcct of removing so many 
generic names to a distant part of all indexes, alphabi^tieal 
catalogues, etc. Admitting the propriety of adding the as¬ 
pirate in new names, I had long declined to alter old names 
on this account; now, however, I iiiul myself compelled U> fol¬ 
low the current.” Which is, on the whole, regrettable, espe¬ 
cially as Alphonse De Candolle would hold out with him. See 
the latter’s comment on his Article GO, in which the remark 
is dropped, that “ we do not see why we should be more 
rigorous than the Greeks themselves.’' Oddly enough, tliese 
same writers who must supjdy the as])irat6 to the e omit it 
from the r,and write ntvhh and rap/ir^ instead of rhachh and 
rh<tphi\ —whicli is exasptTating to lovers (d uniformity. 

It is unnecessary here to cite Mr. Ihuitham’s appropriati^ 
illustration of the indivisibility of the two-wordi‘d nanu* a 
plant. The proper apprelKUision of this, and of tia* para^- 
moimt rule that no unnecessary new nanu^s should he given 
to old plants, will go far to riil tht^ scituu^e of a principal 
remaining ambiguity in nomenclature. For it clearly follows 
that when a plant has a rightful name under its proper genus, 
the specific half of it is not to he changed because of any 
earlier 8|)ecifio name under some other genus, to which ilia 
plant does not belong. 
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HENSLOW ON THE SELF-FERTILIZATION OF PLANTS. 

This paper ^ is elaborate, mostly able as well as ingenious, 
in all respects considerable, and unconvincing. Its thesis is 
the Darwinian “Nature abhors perpetual self-fertilization,” 
read backward. It concludes that, “ not only are the majority 
of plants self-fertilizing, but that; those which are exclusively 
so propagate abundantly and with extraordinary rapidity, are 
best able to establish themselves in foreign countries, as, be¬ 
ing quite independent of insects, they run no risk of exter¬ 
mination on that score; . . . that, so far from there being 
any necessarily injurious or evil effects resulting from the 
seltfertilization of plants in a state of nature, they have 
proved themselves to be in every way the best fitted to sur¬ 
vive in the great struggle for life.” The hypothesis is also 
advanced “ that they are all degraded forms,” and that there¬ 
fore “ their ancestral life-histoiy is a longer one than that of 
their more conspicuous and intercrossing relations.” We fail 
to see how this follows, except upon the assumption that the 
earliest phsenogamous plants had the most highly organized 
blossoms ; and that would not accord with vegetable palieon- 
tology. 

Mr. Henslow rejoices that he has one stanch supporter ; 

for, as has been seen, Mr. T. Meehan has arrived at the 
same conclusion ; ” and indeed he builds not a little upon 
facts supplied by Mr. Meehan’s observations. He cites the 
latter’s “ admirable paper, which was reproduced in the 
‘ Gardner’s Chronicle ’ for September 11, 1875, and is in fact 
an ‘ apology ’ for self-fertilization.” As he then marshals 
twenty reasons for believing particular plants to be normally 
self-fertilizing, and nineteen “ chief facts which may be re¬ 
garded as occurring correlatively with self-fertilization, some 
being actual causes which directly or indirectly bring it about,” 
it would appear that it is no longer self-fertilization, but 

^ On the Self-Fertilization of Plants. By George Henslow ; Transactions 
Linnsean Society, 2 ser., Bot. i. London, 1879. (American Journal of 
Science and Arts, 3 ser., xvii. 489.) 
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rather the existence and raison d'etre of cross-fertilization 
that stands in need of apology, or of explanation. 

He freely concedes that the Howors of many plaiits, and 
some whole orders, arc so constructed that intercrossing is for 
them a necessity; also that most of thost^ whicli are believed 

to he normally 8clf-fei*tilizing ” beeause tluy can and do 
fertilize themselves habitually, yet may in some eases bo 
cross-fertilized by insc(‘.ts.'’ It is admitted that the stnieturo 
of the latter is adapted — most variously and wondrously 
mhipted—-to being fertilized by particular insects. As this 
comes to pass in i)lantH and Howers of the highest organiza¬ 
tion and greatest specialization, Darwin and his mdiool con¬ 
clude that this is a most advantageous outcome, and meajw 
some real good to the species ; that when tins is au^companietl 
with a loss of self-fertility, it is the loss of something no 
longer useful, something better than self-fertility having taken 
its phice. But Mr. Ilenslow, reading this the other way, 
having determined “ that self-fertilization is per ss a decided 
advantage,” and free from injurious liability, comes to regard 
intcr<rrossing as merely a compensatory process for the loss 
of self-fertility.” 

But how and wliy did this ‘^compensatory pro(‘eHH” (»ome to 
pass? It is conceivtal on both siiles that iluwt*rs w(*ri» pri- 
mordially ineonspicnious.” (To this Ilenslow adds herma¬ 
phrodite and self-fertile, but that need not here come into 
account.) Both agree that insects have mainly dek^rmined 
their conspicuousness. Darwin says this has b(*en determined 
through natural seli^ction by the survival of the more and 
more conspicuous variations, coiTclatcd with their producing 
something goo<I for the insect of which the coloration was a 
sign, and that the prtjferential survival of the more showy 
and attractive was a conseciuenco of some benefit of the intc^r- 
croBsing. Ilenslow proiyounds the view that insects have de¬ 
termined the conspicuousness more directly, and not by bene¬ 
fiting but by irritating the flowers. “ These, by being greatly 
stimulated by the repeated visits of insects, tend to become 
hypertrophied. Hence the corolla enlarges, laicomes more 
brightly colored, the nectariferous organs increase the quan- 
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tity of secretion, and the stamens develop more pollen. Such 
being the case, nourishment is withheld from the pistil, which 
is delayed in its development; consequently such a flower is 
very generally proterandrous.” Mr. Darwin might accept 
this as an ingenious conception of the way the specialization 
comes about, still insisting on the advantage of the resulting 
intercrossing—‘‘ or else the thing would hardly come to pass,’’ 
as the poet has it. And Mr. Henslow’s hypothesis has to be 
supplemented to account for proterogyny, which is not much 
less common. But Henslow’s supposed process works evil 
instead of good, and is therefore utterly anti-Darwinian and 
“ dysteleological.” For the result is a disturbance of the 
equilibrium and proper correlation between the androecium 
and gynoecium; and this, carried further, should upon this 
view result in the monoecious and dioecious states. So, ac¬ 
cordingly, the cross-fertilization which comes into play in the 
case of separated sexes, and in that of self-sterile hermaphro¬ 
ditism, is not for any good there is in it per 6*e, but because 
it may no better be. And all the elaborate, exquisite, and 
wonderfully various modes of adaptation of flowers to insects 
are only ways of repairing the damages inflicted upon blos¬ 
soms by insects through their persistent visits I Did Mr. 
Henslow ever ask himself the question why the sexes are 
separate in animals ? 

The conclusion which Mr. Darwin lias helped us to reach 
is, that intercrossing should be regarded as the aim in nature 
and on the whole most beneficial, and self-fertilization as a 
safeguard against the risks of crossing; that most hermaphro¬ 
dite flowers have the advantage of both, the latter for imme¬ 
diate sureness, the former for ultimate benefit. Upon the new 
view, self-fertilization is the aim and the consummation, and 
cross-fertilization at best a succedaneum. By it insects may 
repair the damage they have caused to blossoms through en¬ 
dowing them with the fatal gift of beauty,” and stimulating 
their organs of secretion; and by it the winds may bring 
chance relief to those which, at length abandoned by their 
spoilers, have lost this attractiveness and fallen to the de¬ 
gradation of unisexuality. For these last, as has already been 
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stated, are Iiypotlietically regarded as degraded from higher 
floral types. 

We are bound to glance at some of the considerations 
which are adduced in support of this thesis. They are multi¬ 
farious and of unequal value. As has (Kjcurred in other cases, 
so hero also, the weightiest objections to Mr. Darwin's view 
arc those which he has himself brought out, namtdy, the fact 
that, as tested exj)erimentally under cultivation, while some 
plants are nuich increased in vigor and fertility by artificial 
intercrossing, others are not sensibly benefited ; ami that the 
benefit derived in marked eases is not cumulative, but rcaclics 
its maximum in two or three generations. And eveti chwe 
breeding under cultivation occasionally gives rise to very 
vigorous and fully prolific self-fertile races. Then many 
plants are fully self-fertile in nature, and it is not proved that 
any such have lost or are in the way of losing either fertility 
or vigor through continued inter-breeding. But, before <lraw. 
ing from this the conclusion that cross-fertilimtion is of little 
or no account in nature, it should be remembered that bud- 
propagated are in similar ease. Races exist which Imv© 
been propagated only from bmls for hundnuls of y(*ars, with 
seemingly undiminished vigor, and there is no proof that any 
one has siiccnnnbcd under the process. But for all that we 
do not doubt that sexual reproduction conirilnttes scmiething 
to the wellbeing of the specicB, besides faeilituting its disper¬ 
sion. Again, no one questions the lUTCHsity cd fertiIi/.ation 
by }K)llen to the pro<luction of embryo in the seed ; yet, evetn 
in this, the necessity is not so imminent but that some em¬ 
bryos may originate without it. 

In short, the facts brought out by Darwin and others, and 
all the considerations of the present essays, are best har¬ 
monized by the conception whi<*h the former has consistently 
maintained, namely, that an occasional cross suffices to secure 
th© benefit of intercrossing, wliatever that may be. Nothing 
yet appears which seriously disturbs our conviction that just 
this is what nature genemlly provides for. 

Mr. Henslow’s proposition, “ The majority of flowera are 
self-fertile,^’ is doubtless true in th© sense that they are capa- 
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Lie o£ self-fertilization, and is not improbable in the sense 
that they can and do fertilize themselves habitually.” But 
his inference that the majority of flowers, or that any flowers, 
actually propagate for a series of generations by self-fecunda¬ 
tion, or that a cross if it occur is “ exceptional,” and of no 
account, is surely unwarranted by the evidence which he has 
adduced. 

Occasionally the reported facts will not bear scrutiny. 
Gentiana Andrewsii,^ it is said, never opens at all in America. 
It opens in stinshine in the middle of the day here in New 
England. And while looking at closed flowers we have seen 
a humble-bee emerge from one. We have in this Journal 
shown how it is that self-fertilization is impossible during the 
first three or four days of anthesis, but neatly practicable after¬ 
wards. It is rash to infer (as on p. 330) that papilionaceous 
flowers which shed their pollen early in proximity to the 
stigma arc tlxcreforo self-fertilized. In most of the cases ad¬ 
duced the pollen is not lodged upon the stigma, but upon the 
style below it, and the adaptations for intercrossing, though 
the mechanism bo different, are as explicit as in the analogous 
case of Campanula. ‘‘ Fremont pathetically describes the 
solitary bee that rested on his shoulder at the top of Pike’s 
Peak.” The pathos is wasted as respects all but this particu¬ 
lar bee; for the entomologists find the alpine region of the 
llocky Mountains to be as well stocked with flying insects as 
arc alpine regions in other parts of the world. They do not 
super-abound, but if from the alpine flora wo subtract the evi¬ 
dently entomophilous and the ancmophilous blossoms, the re¬ 
mainder will be nearly nil. And as to the correlation of this 
comparative scarcity of insects with the marked conspicuous¬ 
ness of blossoms, this is the way the lesson is read by a most 
eminent physiologist: “ Even the glowing hue of alpine flow¬ 
ers is accounted for by the attraction which brighter-colored 
individuals exercise upon the insects, scarce in those heights 
and necessary for fertilization.” 

One or two of the author’s own observations are perhaps to 
be revised. ‘‘ Gaura jyarmflora . . . has no corolla and is 
cleistogamous, in that it is self-fertilizing in bud, as I found 
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in specimens growing at Kew.” Were they not imper¬ 
fectly developed blossoms, perhaps late in the season ? Here 
tlie flowers open freely, and have rose-oolored i>etal8. If he 
will examine fresh apecmiens of Scrophularia, it will soon be 
clear that his idea of their self-fertilimtion (p, 871) is a mis¬ 
take. It is a mere slip in the Genera l^lantarum ” through 
which abortive stamens are attributed to the cleistogamous 
flowers of Epiphegus. The authors evidently meant to 
describe the ease just as Mr. Henslow found it to be, but used 
a wi*ong word. 

Weeds are probably all solf-fertilbsing or anemophilous. 
A weed is simply an unattractive plant, and possessing no 
feature worthy of cultivation.’^ It may be as difficult to define 
“ a weed ” as to define “ dirt.” But, turning to the 11andbook 
of the British Flora,” we find, as we expected, that the showy 
Corn Poppy, Cockle, and Larkspur are denominated weeds. 
Why weeds should possess the vigor and gain the predomi¬ 
nance which they do is a large question, to which other solu¬ 
tions have been offered than that one which is in this essay 
very ]dauBibly maintained. We cannot take up the topic 
here; but, without acceding to his general proposition, we are 
mu(‘h disposed to agrees with tlui author in tins essay, as respects 
some of them, that aptitude for H(df-fertin/.ation may have 
given tluan the advantage which has dt^termined their wide 
dispersion. 

The insistence upon the importance of self-fertilixation is 
what gives this essay its value. As a whole it fortifies the 
proposition, well laid down hy Herman Miiller, whicdi Mr. 
Henslow cites: that, under certain conditions, the facility 
for self-fertilimtion is most advautagootis to a plant, while, 
tmder other conditions, the inevitablcness of cross-fertilimtion 
by the visits of insects is the more advantageous.” But this 
is not our author’s thesis. It comes to this: the plan of nature 
is either cross-fertilimtion supplemented by close-fertilimtion, 
or close-fertilimtion tempered by cross-fertilimtion. As re¬ 
stricted to plants the difference is not wide. Ilegarded gen¬ 
erally, the Darwinian axiom is still best sustained. 
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Investigations in fossil botany are recondite and tech¬ 
nical, the materials generally unattractive, and the results 
unintelligible to the popular mind; but in Count Saporta’s 
‘‘ Monde des Plantes,” ^ and under his happy exposition, the 
stony desert is made to rejoice and blossom as the Rose. The 
interest which we take in the vegetation of former periods 
is not so much geological as genealogical; and this interest 
diminishes with the distance from our own time and environ¬ 
ment. We know nothing of the earliest plants — the begin¬ 
nings of vegetable even more than of animal life are beyond 
our ken; no great satisfaction seems obtainable from the 
small acquaintance that has been made with the plants which 
flourished before the carboniferous period. And the botany 
of that age, notwithstanding its wealth of Ferns and its adum¬ 
brations of next higher types, impresses us as much with the 
sense of strangeness as of wonderful luxuriance. For even 
the fern-impressions, familiar as they may look to the unpro¬ 
fessional observer, are outlandish. The more the critical stu¬ 
dent knows of them the less likeness he finds in them, or in 
the coal-vegetation generally, to any species or genera now 
living.^ But in the vegetation of cretaceous, and still more 
of tertiary times, familiar forms first come to view, and pedi¬ 
grees may begin to be traced. Questions of ancestry touch 
us more nearly than those of history; so an enquiry into the 
source and parentage of the plants with which man is asso¬ 
ciated is more attractive than any question concerning the 
origin of the pristine vegetation of the earth. Moreover, our 

^ Le Monde des Plantes avant VApparition de VHomme. Par le Comte 
de Saporta. Paris and New York, 1879. (The Nation, Nos. 742 and 
743, September 18 and 25,1879.) 

2 To those who wish to get a good coup d’ceil of this vegetation from 
authentic records systematically arranged, we recommend the “ Atlas to 
the Coal Flora of Pennsylvania and of the Carboniferous Formation 
throughout the United States,’’ by Leo Lesquereux, an octavo volume of 
eighty-seven double plates, just issued by the Second Geological Survey 
of Pennsylvania. There is nothing else to be compared with it. 
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knowledge o£ tke later fossil botany is comparatively full^ — 
wonderfully so, consitlering how very recent this knowledge is, 
— and wo are in a condition to apply it hoi>efully and confi¬ 
dently to the solution of problems which not long ago seemed 
to be beyond the reach of proper scientific eiKpiiry, namely, to 
the explanation of the actual distribution of the species of 
plants over the earth. For the main data themselves, and for 
the clear exposition of them, we are most largely indebted to 
three men, who happily are still alive and active — Hear, 
Les(juereux, and Saporta. 

The Linnajus and facile princeps of tertiary botany is 
Oswald Heer, of Ziirich, now a septuagenarian, but still in 
harness. His liecherches sur la Climat et la Vegetation du 
Pays Tertiare,’^ rendered into French by C. T. Gaudin, was 
published nearly twenty years ago. It is a general and com¬ 
paratively untechnical presentation of a long line of investiga¬ 
tions, which have since been crowned by his several memoirs 
on arctic phyto-palmontology, now collected in the five volumes 
of his “ Flora Foasilis Arctica.’’ All these volumes, as wall as 
others on the Swiss tertiary, liave appeared within the last 
ten years, the latest only a year ago. 

Leo Lesciuoroux, 1 leer's compatriot, and barely his junior, 
camo to the UnitcHl States fully thirty years ago, dniwn hither 
from Noufchatel by Agassiz. The greater part of his re¬ 
searches relate to the ciirboniferous flora, and hc! has reetmtiy 
thrown interesting light upon silurian botany, as hfis Dawson 
of Montreal upon the intermediate devonian. Put those 
which at present concern us relates to the cretiw;ooiis ami tlia 
tertiary of our own western regions. The most eonsidorable 
of these works are the two notable quarto volumes, cintitled 

Contributions to the Fossil Flora of the Western Territories,” 
published by the Geological and Geographical Survey of the 
Territories untler Dr. Hayden, ujK>n wiiom and whose survey 
they reflect high credit. One volume treats of the creta^ous, 
one of the tertiary flora. 

Any proper enumeration of authorities upon the fossil 
botany of the later periods should include various other names, 
and especially that of Schimper, of Straaiburg, who, like 
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Lesquereux, has divided his life between bryology and fossil 
botany, and whose classical “Traite de Paleontologie Vege- 
tale ” is a systematic compendium of what was known of fossil 
plants up to the year 1874. But the volume now under notice 
is by a younger man, Gaston, Comte de Saporta, a Proven 9 al, 
who has for fifteen years or more been investigating the rich 
tertiary deposits of Aix and vicinity, in the delta of the 
Rhone, the results of which have appeared from time to time 
in memoirs, mainly published in the “ Annales des Sciences 
Naturelles.” Besides these weightier and more technical pub¬ 
lications, Count Saj)orta has contributed to the “ Revue des 
Deux Mondes” and to “La Nature” subsidiary articles of a 
popular cast and of fine literary as well as scientific finish. 
These, now collected and re-edited, form a part of the volume 
before us, “Le Monde des Plantes avant I’Apparition de 
ITlommc,” which has been published since the commencement 
of the current year. It is the most comprehensive and the 
most attractive, as well as the most recent, exposition of our 
subject, is a very readable book from beginning to end, of 
inviting typography, with abundant illustrations, both of 
woodcuts in the letter-press and intercalated plates* Although 
a popular, it is a truly scientific volume. The clear stream 
of the narrative is hardly at all troubled by the many tech¬ 
nical terms which unavoidably strew its course, yet without 
obstructing its flow, for the author has the peculiarly French 
gift of happy exposition. As the volume is likely to be 
reproduced in English, let us hope that it may have a trans¬ 
lator in whose hands it may lose nothing of its clearness, and 
as little as possible of its freshness and spirit. 

To attempt a popular abstract of such a book would be like 
skimming the cream from the cream, and a critical review 
would cover too much or too technical ground. Still, we may 
give some general idea of the contents of the volume. The 
first part and the most discursive portion of the book is 
entitled “ Phenomena and Theories.” The introductory chap¬ 
ter discourses upon the introduction of life and the origin of 
the earliest terrestrial organisms; and the second chapter takes 
up the theory of Evolution or Transformism. We may skip 
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these chapters, yot withoixt advising the reader to follow the 
example, unless ho is already familiar with the topic — now a 
little threadbare — for, as a popular presentotion, it is neat 
and sensible, though not profound. It hardly need be said 
that Saporta is an evolutionist, using the term in its general 
sense, and apparently a thorougli Darwinian. A vegetable 
paheontologist who studies the laUu* geological deposits cannot 
be otherwise; at least, he must needs be a ^Hransfonnist.’’ 
Saporta concludes that palajontology, if it does not furnish 
demonstration, yet gives irresistible reasons for a belitd in 
evolution. The ground and the nature of this enitvivium 
appear in his rounded statement, that tht»ro is not a tree or 
shrub in Europe, in North America, at the Canaries, in the 
Mediterranean region, the ancestry of whicdi is not recogniz¬ 
able, more or less distinctly, in a fossil state. This is too 
absolutely stated, no doubt, but the qualifications it may need 
will not invalidate the conclusion. 

The chapter on ancient climates which follows, and forms 
a proper introduction to the second part of the book, is worthy 
of i)articular attention. It is prefimod by an elementary but 
very graphic exposition of the phenomena and laws of ellmato 
and their diversities, from the regular siua^eKsion of ecpial days 
and nights umhu* the (*(|uator to tlu‘ contrasted <'cmdit!on 
toward the pohi of a year <!ompoK<ul of a day and a night m^a- 
son,H(3parated by a season of twilight; the change ho rapid in 
the high latitiuhm that, while the Humnwr day at the North 
Cape is two months long, at Hpitzbergen seven mlditional 
degrees of latitude lengthen it to four months. Ix*fc the 
autiior point the contrast l>etween tlie two extremes, as affect¬ 
ing man, in his own language, here somewhat ex(»eptionally 
ornate: — 

est vrai que dans ce dernier pays fSpitzhergen] le iokil i’4- 
l&ve au plus de 37 degr^^s aunlessus dc rhorizon; il n’envoie que 
des rayons sans chaleur, telum imimlh utm irtu ; il eekire de sa 
lueur ptl® une terra glac^e oh frissonnant quelqacs plantas ensava- 
lies sous las frimas, at qui ne sortent du sommail qui las tient dix 
mois inertas qua pour aaaompHr httivamant laun fonattons vitalas 
et S6 rendormir da nouveau. Quel tableau, si Ton songa aux for€te 
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vierges du Brasil et de Java, aux valines profondes du N^paul, aux 
savanes noy^es de TOr^noque, oil la vie surabonde, oil une lumi^re 
ardente, vive et dor^e, ondule de toutes parts, soul^ve de tildes 
vapeurs, joue avec Tombre, et fait resplendir les formes des plus 
merveilleux v%^taux! Sous les tropiques, Thomme se sent dcras^ 
par une vie exub^rante, il lutte incessament pour maintenir sa place 
au milieu de la nature, dout il est doming; ses plus fortes oeuvres sont 
envahies en peu de temps; les arbres immenses reprennent possession 
du sol, d^s que celui-ci est abandonn^ k lui-meme. Dans Textr^me 
Nord, la faiblesse de Thomme est encore plus ^vidente, mais c’est 
du poids de la nature inerte qull est accabl^. Les ^l^ments r^gnent 
seuls dans ces regions d^vast^es, oil Tatmospb^re se trouve livr^e k 
d’^pouvantables tourmentes. La neige derobe les asp^rites du sol, la 
glace couvre la mer d’un sol factice, souvent mobile et toujours dan- 
gereux; la confusion est partout, le calme nuUe part; chaque pas est 
p^nible, la vie elle-mgme devient un effort que I’energie la mieux 
tremp^e ne peut soutenir longtemps sans succomber/' (p. 212.) 

The modifications of this contrast through the actual dis¬ 
tribution of land and water, winds and currents, are then con¬ 
sidered. As these have a fixity secondary only to the funda¬ 
mental elements of climate, —namely, the heat of the sun, the 
inclination of the earth’s axis to the plane of its orbit, and 
the relative density of the atmosphere according to the eleva¬ 
tion of the land-surface, — the climate of any part of the world 
might be supposed to have been constant, oscillations excepted, 
through the long periods that have elapsed since existing 
species or their immediate ancestors were introduced. It is 
not very long ago that Arago demonstrated, to his own and 
the general satisfaction, that there has been no appreciable 
change of the earth’s climate in man’s time. Plants are the 
thermometers of the ages, by which climatic extremes and 
climates in general through long periods are best measured. 
For at least five or six thousand years the Vine and the Date- 
palm have grown in proximity, and have furnished grapes 
and dates to the inhabitants of the warmer shores of the 
Mediterranean. Yet a very moderate change either way in 
the temperature would have excluded the one or the other. 
So Arago concluded that man had witnessed no sensible 
changes in the climate of Europe; a good conclusion, if re- 
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stricted within the limits of observation. But in Arago’s life¬ 
time the evidence wiis already accumulating which ha« now 
proved that in earlier times man and the reindeer lived 
together on tlie soil of southern France, when if grapes could 
ripen in Syria and northern Egypt, dat(‘S doubtless could not 
Then, at a still earlier day, Palms flourished in Switzerland 
and Vines in Iceland. Tlieii Maples, Lindens, Plane-trees, 
Spruees, and X^ines formed forests in (Ireexdand up at least to 
the eightieth parallel; and, indeed, our own soutliern Cypress, 
or Taxodium — which now barely maintains its existence 
between the mouths of Delaware Bay and the Cljesapeake — 
flourished along with the Silver Fir of Europe, within two 
hundred leagues of the North Pole. A cHmatts in (iix‘enland 
in which Sequoias, now confined to California, Magiiolias, 
Persimmons, and Grapevines were mixed with Maples, Oaks, 
and Poplars, could not have been colder than, or much unlike, 
that of Indiana and Kentucky now. 

As wo have seen, the vegetable world has had an eventful 
history, and this history Count Saporta undertakes to recon¬ 
struct from ancient and authentic documents. 

These docunuuits hav(? settled one point with certainty, 
namely, that the great changes In the temperature of tlu^ polar 
regions have not resulted from any change in tlie earth’s axis 
of rotation, such us c(‘rtain pliysical geologists have supimsed- 
That tins has remained stt*july throughout the wlioh^ j>eri(Ml in 
question is as good as proved by the identity of the miocene 
and other tertiary fossil plants in all longitud(*H, from the 
Miickenzie River and Alaska round to Hpitzbergen, Iceland, 
and Greenland — in part the same species, in all the same 
or equivalent combinations. Not indeed the same sjHK^ies in 
the same latitude any more than now, but such latitudinal 
distribution as to show that the curvatures of the miocene 
isothexmis were <iuite axxalogous to those of the present age. 
Moreover, the monotony which charaiderizes the sub-polar 
vegetation of the present day — when the xxiost of the si>eci 08 
and the combinations of species occur all rouxxd the world — 
equally characterized it then whexi clothed with forest trees of 
a temperate zone. 
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Upon the data in hand, now much extended, and on the 
supposition that the same species of tree had not appreciably- 
altered meanwhile in its relations to temperature, Heer long 
ago elaborately compared the miocene climates with those of 
our time, and Saporta corroborates his conclusions. For the 
northern regions the difference is said to be equivalent to 25 
or 30 degrees of latitude — that is, we have now, say in Eu¬ 
rope, in latitude 40° and 45°, and in Atlantic America, in 
latitude 38° to 40°, the temperature and the vegetation which 
then flourished at latitude 70° in Greenland. Grinnell Land, 
in latitude 82°, only two hundred leagues from the pole, had 
a forest of coniferous trees ; among them — associated with a 
Poplar-tree, a Hazel, and a Birch — was the Silver Fir of 
Europe, and the Bald Cypress of the swamps of the southern 
United States. The same combination, minus the Cypress, 
must now be sought in the more elevated parts of central and 
southern Germany. The Sequoias and Magnolias and Per¬ 
simmons of Greenland, in latitude 70°, mingled with Maples, 
Oaks, and Grapevines, have their representatives partly in 
Virginia and on the Ohio River, partly in California. The 
miocene of the southern shore of the Baltic had Laurels, Ole¬ 
anders, and Camphor-trees, but no Palms, so far as is known, 
thus answering to the Mediterranean flora, but miocene Palms 
reached to Belgium and Bohemia; and Provence, on similar 
data, had then about the climate of the coast of Zanzibar. 

Another conclusion which Saporta confidently reaches — 
and which indeed is reached from all sides — is that of a very 
moist quaternary climate. Looking back to this compara¬ 
tively recent period from our own, everywhere the streams 
have dwindled. Through great river-beds shrunken stream¬ 
lets now meander in insignificant channels; springs reach the 
surface much lower down the valleys than of old; and the 
rivers without water ” of Egypt and Syria, and the reduced 
level of the Dead Sea, are so many evidences of a dryness 
supervening upon a general humidity greatly in excess of the 
present. These fuller watercourses of themselves indicate a 
more temperate or mean climate, a more equal distribution of 
heat and cold through the year. Was this equable climate 
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frigid and rigorous or comparatively mild ? Were Europe 
and the United States simply arctic and to be compared with 
the present Greenland and Spitzbergen, as the school of 
Agassiz maintains? Or should the comparison nitlier be 
made with southern New Zealand, wliero Tree-ferns almost 
overhang the terminal moraines of existing glaciers, in a cli¬ 
mate which is neither cold nor warm? Saporta maintains 
the latter, and ho is not alone. Ho insists that the high Alps 
and the Pyrenees are not the types of glacial Europe gener¬ 
ally ; that the arctic animals and plants, and the rigorous cli¬ 
mate which we associate with these, belonged only to the close 
neighborhood of glaciers, but that the valleys below enjoyed 
a climate even milder than now, although vastly more humid. 
So, likewise, Mr, Ball (in a lecture recently delivered before 
the Royal Geographical Society of Great Britain) ventures to 
affirm that, even during the period of maximum cold, the 
highest ridges of the Alps were not completely covered with 
snow and ice ; for we still see, by the appearance of the sur¬ 
face, the limit above which the ancient ice did not reach; and 
in the middle zone the slopes that rose above the ancient gla¬ 
ciers had a sununer climate not very different from that which 
now prevails. And ho concludes that tlie (dfect on thci growth 
of plants in the Alps was to lower the vertical height of the 
zones of vegetation only one or two thousand feeiJ 

This would seriously affect the forests of Europe, but would 
not permanently disturb the alpine and sub-alpine vt^getation. 

Yet cold it must have been when the ndndeer and musk-ox 
roamed over the plains of central Europe, and wlum the ele¬ 
phant or mammoth and even the rhinoceros which accom¬ 
panied them, were equally clad with a thick coat of hair. 
But, says Saporta, with the remains of these very animals 
from which a frigid arctic climate is inferred, occur also, in 
the alluvia of the Somme and the Seine, those of an elephant 
nearly related to the Indian species, the hippopotamus of th© 
African rivers, and the hyena of the Cape; and the vegetable 

^ But Mr. Ball is fairly astounding whan he assumes that our arctic- 
alpine flora may have been the flora of high mountains at low latitudes in 
the carbomferous period. 
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remains include tlie Laurel o£ tlie Canaries along with the 
Vine. The trees of the same epoch farther north were Pines, 
Lindens, Maples, and Oaks. So, according to Saporta, even 
tlie glacial period formed only a seeming interruption to the 
general course, the steady and really unbroken diminution of 
terrestrial temperature from the earliest geological periods to 
the present. This must be admitted if the two classes of ani¬ 
mals and plants — those adapted to cold and those to warmer 
climates — were really contemporaneous. Our geologists have 
maintained that they were not, but that climates have oscil¬ 
lated, and that warmer periods than ours intervened between 
the glacial epoch and the present, or were intercalated in the 
glacial period itself. But is not the distinction of periods an 
assumption for explaining the two kinds of fossil remains ? 

We need not enter hero into the discussion of the cause of 
the higher temperature of ancient climates, and of that pecu¬ 
liar and temporary state of things attending and originating 
the glacial epoch, with which Saporta concludes his third 
chapter. And no space is left us in which to sketch even the 
outlines of the second part and main staple of his book, the 
history of the vegetable periods, beginning with the “ primor¬ 
dial marine plants ” of the Laurentian and closing with the 
pliocene, in which existing trees are everywhere identified. 
The general conclusion of these very rich, elaborate, and well- 
considered chapters is that the vegetation of the earth has 
been continuous through all ages, and that the explanation of 
the present is found in the past. The history of the genus 
Sequoia — of the two ‘‘ big trees of California ” — as recently 
sketched by Heer in a popular journal, “ Das Ausland,’’ is a 
fair illustration of this. The difference between these two 
trees is as notable as their resemblance and their isolation. 
They arc the survivors of a numerous family, of wide dis¬ 
tribution, which is first recognized in the cretaceous forma¬ 
tion, in several species, and which reached its maximum in 
the middle tertiary, in fourteen recognizable species or forms. 
Almost from the first these separate into two groups, one fore¬ 
shadowing the Coast, the other the Sierra, Eedwood, yet with 
various intermediate forms. These intermediate species are 
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extinct, the two extreme forms have survived. The likeness 
of these two trees is explained by their genealogy, tlieir 
marked difference by the extinction of the connecting forms 
which in earlier times bridge the interval. 


SERENO WATSON ON NORTH AMERICAN LILIACEJE.' 

Me. Watson, in preparing the Monoeotyledonem for the 
“ Botany of California,’’ came upon the order LUi(imt\ which 
is well represented in Pacific North America; and he hinl 
to consider how the genera and higher groups should be dis¬ 
posed. This led to a wide study of the order and a strict 
scrutiny of the American species; and the present “ Kevision 
of the North American Liliacese,” occupying the greater part 
of the “ Contribution ” before us, is the result It is gen¬ 
erally agreed that this order is to have the wide extension 
which was given to it by the present writer a dozen and more 
years ago ; and the proper collocation of its diversified forms, 
with interlaced affinities, has been a problem of no small diffi¬ 
culty. Mr. Bak(u% in England, has attempted tlu^ task for the 
order generally, and has Hedulously elaborated some of the 
North American, but more of the Old World and the South 
American, genera and trilH^s. Ilis arrangement and his sys¬ 
tematic views are in many respects satisfactory, in some un¬ 
satisfactory aa respects North American botany- Mr. Watson 
has the latter primarily in view, but still has to mljiisfc the 
American genera into the general system. The arrangement 
he has planned consists of three series, the first of which parts 
into two subseries, and includes sixteen trilajs, some of them 
divided into subtribes. The great endeavor has evidently 
been to make natural groups — and this endeavor has been 
really successful. The next thing is to assign charactare, and 
here comes the difficulty. Absolute characters of the lead- 

* C^Mnhtdhm to American Botany, IX. By Sereno Watson ; Froc. 
Amenoaa A<^emy of Arts and Sciences. Ikston, 1870. (American 
Joiraml of Bamnm and Arts, 3 ser., xviii. 313.) 
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ing groups are not to he had, even when North American 
forms only are considered. Those who imagine they could do 
better than Mr. Watson has done should make trial before 
they criticise. The cHaracter of the pericarp, whether bac¬ 
cate or capsulalr, the nature of the stock, whether bulbous, 
tuberous, or rhizomatous, the nature of the seed-coat, the 
inflorescence, direction of anthers, union or separation of 
styles, are all good characters to a certain extent, and all fail 
to furnish unexceptionable marks to distinguish the higher 
groups when natural associations are sought. It is not easy 
to ascertain what diagnostic characters in this monograph are 
most to be trusted. But the nature of the bracts (on the one 
hand scarious, on the other foliaceous or none) takes the lead 
in the first two series, and is followed by the persistence or 
deciduousness of the perianth, the insertion of the stamens 
whether on the perianth or at its base, the dehiscence of cap¬ 
sule, — all matters of little physiological importance, but for 
that reason perhaps surer guides to affinity than the more 
prominent adaptive characters. However, it may be said that 
the first series answers to the Asphodelece^ with Yucca and 
Ilemerocallidece added ; the second to the true Liliacece, with 
UvulariecB and Trilliece added; the third to Melanthacece^ 
with the tribe Tofieldiece appended. Thus disposed, it is 
doubtless judicious to designate the three primary groups as 
“ series,” and not as suborders, and to throw the stress upon 
the tribes. 

The Melanthaceous series, which in our view best divides 
into the Oolchicece^ Veratrece, and Tofieldiem^ — the first not 
American, — is here divided into the Veratrece^ JSelonieoe^ and 
XeropfiyllecB (which two we should combine), into the midst 
of which the Tofieldiece are intercalated. This last tribe, 
which should end the series, is quite exceptional, and is well 
composed of Tofieldia, Pleea, and Narthecium. Its marks are 
the equitant leaves, introrse anthers with parallel cells, and 
caudate seeds; but to bring Narthecium under the remain¬ 
ing character of “ styles distinct or none,” it is defined as 
destitute of style, but with “ the slightly lobed stigma sessile 
upon the attenuated apex of the ovary.” This is really much 
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nearer the fact than would ho supposed, as the cells of the 
ovary actually do taper up into the subukta stylo (as it has 
always and most naturally been termed), so Uiat in the ma¬ 
ture capsule the upjHjr tails of the seeds reach up to within a 
short distance of the small stigma. 

In a linear order it has not been practicable to approxi¬ 
mate the Convallanem of the fix*8t series with the Uvulatkw 
of the second. The division of Uvukria gives a gratifying 
opportunity of dedicating a New England genus to the mem- 
ory of one of the best of New England botanists, the late 
William Oakes {^Oakesiu HemilifoUa^ with its rtdative of the 
southern mountains, O. jraberula'); but he would not have 
relished the dismemberment of the Linnsean genus ninm tlie 
cliaracters, good as they are, neither in fact do we. The 
formation of the tribe Fuccem^ of Yucca and Hesj)eniloi( 
strikes us as excellent; and it seems right not to atlo|>t the 
supposed second species of Hesperaloe until it is better 
known. Its principal distinctions (longer anthers mad shorter 
style) may indicate heterogone dimorphism, which would be 
a novelty in the order. 

Tribe Adlirivw, of the first series, must be regarded as an 
excellent group, composed of Dasylirion and Nolina; and it 
is gnitifying to find that the outlying genus Nolina, founded 
long ago on a single (icorgian species, is th<^ mvrthern n»pre- 
sentative of a considerable Texano-Mcxlean group, named 
Ikauearnca. It were to he wished that the plan of this Re¬ 
vision Iiad allowed more citation of generic synonymy, and 
that it had boon more explicitly statinl that Ikaucarnea is only 
Nolina. This union, indeed, is one of tlie liapjty hits of tlie 
present monograph. 

As has been 8usi)eetiHl, the Californian Srhttnolirion ullmm 
of Durand proves to he epute distinct from tlie Atlantic 
species on which that genus was founded. So Mr. Watson 
has embraced the opportunity, hero offered, to dedioate a 
peculiar Californian genus to Judge Hastings — a judicious 
patron both of botanical and legal learning. Except for his 
exertions, his own liberality, and his direction of the lilierality 
of otitiers, we could not have had the ‘‘ Botany of California,” 
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wMch Mr. Watson may now soon bring to a completion. 
The reader finds no mention of this under the genus Hast- 
ingsia, p. 217, nor under the species H. alha^ p. 242. But 
an appropriate reference is made on p. 286. 

Leucocrinum, Nutt., was conjectured by Endlicher to be 
the Mexican Weldenia, but it has just now been ascertained 
at Kew that Weldenia is a Commelynaceous genus. 

Our species of Allium as now worked out by Mr. Watson 
with great painstaking, are thirty-six in number, exclusive of 
the introduced A. vineale. Some characters might be made 
more of in living plants, such especially as those furnished by 
the so-called “ crests of the ovary.” In A, stellatum these 
crests are remarkably developed, radiating from around the 
base of the style and recurving, the notch at the end of each 
fitting over the base of the alternate filaments, and the under 
side is nectariferous and attractive to bees. The flowers are 
proterandrous. 

In separating the two species of Maianthemum we should 
have unhesitatingly referred the large Pacific coast form to 
M, lifolium. We should not have distinguished Lillium 
Grayi as more than a form of L, Canadense^ one which 
extends northward to the central parts of New York. In 
view of geographical range, size, and general appearance, we 
should never have thought of Uvularia jlava as a synonym 
of U. grandijiora, Mr. Watson finds good characters in the 
shape and markings of the capsule to separate Z7. grandijiora 
from U- perfoliata. Has any one ripe fruit of the small, 
yellow-flowered U. Jlava ? 

ChamcBlirium Carolinanum^ Willd. This specific name 
is properly restored. It was the original name under this 
genus ; and the name luteum is a false one (though the plant 
was Yeratrum luteiim of Linnaeus), the blossoms being white 
without a tinge of yellow, duller white in the female plant, 
pure white in the male, the pedicels equally of this color. 

No space is left in which to notice the Notes upon the 
Afiinities and Geographical Distribution of LiliacecB,^ nor the 
Descriptions of some New Species of North American Plants, 
about fifty in number, which make up the second part of 
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this important “Contribution.” Amou" them is a new 
Bolandra and a now Sullivantia from Oregon, both very 
much like (we fear too like) the original H|>ecie8. I lore and 
in the Bibliographical Index, the name Eullimmtia (Jhionm 
is changed (perhaps accidentally) to K OhiomBb. We 
knew of no law against genotiva names of geographical morti 
than of other places or stations, and such are not extremely 
uncommon. The name Ohionis was purposidy chosen, and 
wo hope may bo retained. 

The interesting new Erigoneous genus Ilollistoria, discov- 
erod by the enthusiastio Mr. Lemmon (in San Luis ()bis{M> 
County, east of the Coast liange), is of ratlier doubtful in¬ 
terpretation as to some points of structure. The inHorcseenco 
we suppose to be only seemingly axillary, the in\*olucre is 
possibly a genuine trimerous one, and we take the two small 
stipule-like leaves to be real stipules, — a point which the 
published character does not decide, though it is implied in 
describing the leaves as alternate. 

Being one of the most important of recent oontribatioui to 
North American Botany, this publication deserves even a 
fuller notice than wo can hero give it. 


DE CANDOLLE’S PHYTOGRAPIIY. 

Valuable as the present volume ^ is, it may very probably 
not be translated into English. So we projKiHC to give a run¬ 
ning account of its contents, adding here and there some brief 
comments, critical or otherwise. Treatises like this can be 
written only by botanists of long experienea; and long ex¬ 
perience, founded tipon good training and accompanied by 
good judgment, gives the right to speak with a certain autlioi> 
ity, particularly uj>on writing and publication in systematic 
botany, in which rules and method are most important Be 

* La PhyiagmpMif ou VArt (k d^crin Im eomidtrti imm 

i# mm* Par Alphomia I>© Candolle. Park, 1880. 
(Amerioim Journal of Beknoo and Arts, 3 ser., xx. ISO, 241.) 
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Candolle is now one of our oldest systematists, one who as 
editor as well as author has had to consider every sort of phy- 
tographical question; and the volume he has here produced is 
a needful supplement to the “ Philospphia Botanica ” of Lin¬ 
naeus and the “ Th^orie Elementaire ” of the elder De Can¬ 
dolle, the two classical books which the serious botanical stu¬ 
dent should early and thoroughly master. Phytography has 
to do with form and method in botanical works; and natural 
history is nothing if not methodical. Its advancement by 
research and its educational value — which will be more and 
more appreciated as it is better taught — both depend upon 
correct morphology and upon well-settled method. Those 
who will not use its proper language and respect its customs, 
must not expect to be listened to, any more than is unavoid¬ 
able. Observation and interpretation must go together, if 
either is to be <ri. value; the naturalist must not only observe 
that he may describe, but describe if he would observe. In 
his preface De Candolle remarks upon the peculiar advantage 
of natural-history study in the combination of observation 
with judgment, and upon the importance to a student of 
acquiring a clear idea of what natural groups are, what a 
natural classification and the subordination of groups really 
mean, and how a naturalist arranges, names, and with pre¬ 
cision defines the immensely numerous objects of his study. 
Men who have distinguished themselves in various professions 
and lines of life, have owed the advantage they have derived 
from this kind of training in youth, even though they never 
became naturalists. 

De Candolle’s book is in thirty chapters, many of them 
short and somewhat discursive, and generally abounding in 
recommendation and advice, rather than laying down positive 
rules. 

The first chapter glances at “the evolution of botanical 
works ” from Cesalpino, with whom scientific botany began 
in the middle of the sixteenth century, to Linnseus, whose rules 
and spirit still govern, and to our own times, noting the grad¬ 
ually increasing importance of herbaria as compared with 
botanic gardens. The second chapter touches upon the moral 
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and intellectual dispositions necessary in botanical work, and 
asks the question wliat manner of men botanists are or ought 
to be. As their pursuits do not lead to fortune, and profes¬ 
sorships are neither numerous nor well paid^ he concludes 
that botany is just the science for disinterested people to 
prosecute from pure love of knowledge and tl>e pleasure of 
discovering something new; that it does not deal with ques¬ 
tions of a very high order, nor require very difllcult or abso- 
lately rigorous reasoning. The faculties which it l>rings into 
requisition are the spirit of observation and of order, sagacity, 
and a certain good sense in the appreciation of facts ; that, if 
it does not shine with great <5clat, at least the faults of its 
cultivators are not likely to hanu any one; that, equally witln 
the other sciences, it tends to elevation of character in tliat it 
requires an ardent love of truth, reposing as it does u|>on the 
idea that the veracity of its cultivators is absolutely compIeUn 
He concludes: “Lea sciences jouent dans le monde le rule 
d’une dcole practique do bonne foi. D’aprhs oes reflexions, 
il est permis do ponser que les botanistos sent ordinairement 
et devraient etro toujours des hommes paisibles, inoffensifs, 
indulgent pour h^s erreurs d(5 lour confrtlres, ot Oedipus bicn 
plus do ravancHimemt do la sciences <pic do lours intdrets ou do 
leurs potites glorioles. ... No nous arretons pas <»cpc*ndant 
sur de rares exceptions. La ])rcsquo totalitc des l>otaniBtes 
est p^n6tr^o du sentiment do la justitn^ et ties convenances. 
On en trouvorait diflicilemcnt un soul qui no rcconnut le 
principo fondamental do no pas fairo a autrui ce qu’on m 
voudrait pas qui vous filt fait.” 

Still, our author continues, sometimes the perfectly honest 
and right-minded botanist may have failings, lie may, for 
example, neglect to cite his predecessors, or cite them inex¬ 
actly, either from negligence (not to speak of calculated omis¬ 
sions, which show want of honesty and soon bring down 
reprobation), or from the want of literary resources. The 
latter case may bo deemed a misfortune, and no fault. But, 
our author rejoins, if he has not the necessary books within 
his reach, why not go where they are and consult them ? Or 
if unable to do that, why need he publish ? 



DE CANDOLLE PHYTOGBAPHY. 


286 


Some good advice follows about polemics and captious crit¬ 
icism ; which we pass over, as seemingly superfluous, so long 
as the botanists are almost without exception such peaceable 
and good people. Something is said of the need of a right 
appreciation of the extent of the science; of tlie danger of 
exclusive devotion to a single branch of botany, in which one 
may lose all just perspective; and, finally, of what accuracy 
means in natural history as distinguished from mathematical 
exactness. Everywhere the naturalist has to judge as well as 
to measure. 

The third chapter discourses upon the manner of preparing 
and editing botanical works, and the most advantageous modes 
of publication, considers the different degrees of publicity: 
for instance, complete and durable publicity is attained when 
a Monograph of an order or genus, a Flox*a, a Species, or a 
Genera Plantarum is j)ubliHhed and placed on sale by tht! 
booksellers; or when an article or memoir is contributed to 
any leading and well-known botanical journal, or to the bulle¬ 
tin of a purely botanical society, which publishes with some 
regularity and indexes its volumes; or when printed in the 
transactions or bulletins of any soientifio society, if separate 
copies in sujEBcient number are printed and fairly distributed 
or placed on sale. The usage in some learned societies of 
paging each memoir separately and placing it separately on 
sale is referred to, with implied commendation. Let us add 
that in all such separate issues, the original pagination of the 
volume should be scrupulously preserved; and it were better 
that there should be no other. Less complete, but durable 
publication is that of outages de luxe^ so limited in number 
of copies, and so high in price, that only a few libraries can 
possess them; also articles in journals without full indexes, 
or with indexes only to a series of volumes. 

Incomplete publicity is given when papers upon botany are 
inserted in the voluminous transactions of general learned 
societies, of which few individuals can possess the series or 
find room for them; also articles in reviews, eneyelopiedias, 
and the like, treating of many or of all sciences. Even jour¬ 
nals of natural history alone fall under the ban, unless divided 
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into separate parts for zolilogy and botany, — as is tlie long- 
continued Annales des Sciences Naturelles ” of Paris, and the 
‘‘ Journal of the Lininean Society of London.” A remedy or 
alleviation of these obstacles to publicity, and of others like 
them, is supplied by the catalogue of papers published by tlie 
Eoyal Society of London; which noble work was instigated 
by the late Professor Henry; yet, as this embraces all sciences 
and fills a goodly series of volumes, it can seldom be in the 
library of botanists. 

In speaking of the obstacles to scientific publicity which 
are interposed by too limited editions, high prices caused by 
undue luxury in plates, and inoi>portune or inappropriate 
media of publication, De Candolle refers to customs in the 
book trade and in government patronage wliich need reform; 
and mentions incidentally what a botanical library costs. lie 
says there shordd be by the side of every great herbarium and 
every considerable botanic garden, a special botanical library, 
without which it is impossible to determine exactly the plants 
of the one or the other, or to write any good Monograph or 
Flora. Such a library costs fifty or sixty thousand francs (ten 
or twelve thousand dollars), and needs about 12,000 francs 
for annual purebases. lie asks how many such CBtablishmtJnts 
there are in the world, and concludes that there may perliaj)# 
bo between ten and twenty. 

The section on the comparative superiority of certain kinds 
of works, sets fortli the greater value of books or systematic 
works as compared with memoirs or articles. 

The language to bo employed in botanical publications is 
the topic of a special article. For desetriptions, Latin, and the 
Latin of Linnauis. I.te Latin des botanistes n’est pas cette 
langue obscure et a rdticonces de Tiicite, obscure at p6- 
riodes pompeuses do Cic(?ron, obscure et a graces tortill4es 
d’Horace, qifon nous fait apprendre au college. Ca n^ast paa 
mfime le langage plus sobre et plus elair d’un natandiste tel 
que Hine. O’est le Latin arrange par Linnd a Fusage des 
descriptions et, J’oserai dire, a Fusage de ceux qui n’aiment 
ni les complications grammaticales, ni lea phrases dispos^es 
sens dessus dessous, ni les parentheses enchass^m dans les 
phrases.” 
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This for descriptions, except in local Floras, where popular 
use demands the vernacular; and we interpose the remark 
that English botanical language, freely incorporating as it 
does all Latin and Greek terms, comes next to Latin in con¬ 
venience, compactness, and facility to all foreign botanists, 
who, being familiar with Latin, can seldom be at a loss. For 
discussions and reasonings, the botanists of each nation prefer 
their vernacular tongue; but De Candolle would restrict them 
to the four modern languages, one or two of which, beside his 
native tongue, every naturalist is nowadays supposed to be 
able fairly to read; English, German, French, and Italian. 
Indeed, De Candolle recommends Latin and the technically 
descriptive style even for generalia^ on the ground of brevity; 
and he aptly suggests that the less capable botanists are of 
handling other than Linnsean Latin, the more brief, senten¬ 
tious, and strictly to the point their exposition will be. 

Hints are given as to the best mode of collecting literary 
material, making and preserving notes (each upon separate 
slips of paper) ; upon the inaportance of adding clear explana¬ 
tions of drawings at the time they are made; and upon the 
desirability of refraining from publication until the work is 
thoroughly completed, but of then publishing as soon as pos¬ 
sible. A manuscript work is said to have its maximum value 
at the moment of completion. Our author declares that sec¬ 
ond and third editions are seldom equal to the first. That 
depends. He objects also to posthumous publication, citing 
Roxburgh’s “Flora Indica,” published by Wallich, Plumier’s 
plates, published by Burmann, and the wretched figures of 
Velloso; and he might have referred to the ill-advised print¬ 
ing of Griffith’s rough notes and comments. But all depends 
upon the character of the manuscript and the length of time 
which has elapsed. 

Chapters IV-XI traverse the whole subject of descriptions, 
under various aspects and a rather minute division of topics. 
As even a brief analysis would overpass available space, we 
will merely touch here and there upon certain points. 

As to the relation of varieties to species, there are two 
modes of presentation, both of which have been followed by 







288 


REVIEWS. 


Linnaeus, and by most systematists, upon difforent occasions. 
Varieties are commonly designated by the small letters of the 
Greek alphabet, a, /?, y, etc., and also by names when they are 
pretty distinctly marked. Either the varieties, one or more, 
may be appended to the species (that is, to the form taken as 
the type, which usually must be the form originally described 
under the name), and therefore bo treated as abtTrant forms; 
or else the species is characterized as a group of forms, whieli 
forms arc classified and defined just as species are under their 
genus. For iustauoe, Mentha OanatienHis is held to compre¬ 
hend both a hairy and a smooth form, the two differing also 
somewhat in other respects. Linnmus founded the spccit's on 
the former; and it is pretty well agreed that we are to refer 
the species back to him, however it be limited. Now wo 
may either give a common character to the sjiecies, and then 
distinguish var. a. villosa^ and var. fi. glahmta ; or we may 
characterize the species in general upon the originally named 
form, and append the variety gluhrata. Either mode has 
its advantages and is likely to be employed in certain eases. 
The former (dassifies the varieties under the species, i>erhaps 
more naturally, and exhibits the polymorphotis (fluiracter of 
what wo call a variable H])ecics; and Do Candolle (‘onsidt^rs 
that it will prevail in ])roportion as the forms of u Kp(*cies 
come to be wi»Il known; the latter holds (dosiu* to the bibli¬ 
ography. There is danger of some misundcu-Htanding when 
the two imxles are used in the same work. In the Synoj)tical 
Flora of North America,’’ the former mode is invariably 
adopted, partly on the score of brevity. Either the originally 
described form, or a medium or common form is taken as the 
type, and the varieties are treated as departures from this. 
Even when the sptxiific (diaracter is drawn so* as generally to 
cover the varieties (as shoidd be done as far as possible), 
some form, and the history of the H]»ecies generally indicates 
what form, is kept in view as the norm or alpha. Of course, 
except for cultivated plants, there is no knowing and no pre¬ 
tence of determining which was the parent form, or in what 
order the several varieties may have diverged from a pristine 
stock. 
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As De Candolle points out, there is much ambiguity and 
looseness in the use of this word “ type,” which it would be 
well to avoid. Properly the type of a species is the species or 
genus, or the full idea of it, which no one individual or species 
may embody, which in the case of a group no single represen¬ 
tative or member can fully exemplify. To apply the term to 
a form which well exemplifies the essential characters of the 
species or genus is quite natural, and hardly involves any 
confusion. But the term is also used in a historical sense, 
as referring to the particular form on which a species was 
founded, or the species on which the genus was characterized 
or which its founder had mainly in view, but which very often 
proves not to be the best representative of the group, some¬ 
times not even a fair one. Finally a particular specimen 
which the original author described, or an authentic specimen, 
is said to be a type, or a typical specimen; and this De Candolle 
objects to. But after all, such terms can hardly he held to a 
single sense in technical any more than in ordinary language. 
Something must be left for the context to determine. 

In drawing up the characters of groups, such especially as 
orders and genera are exceptions or what we call exceptions to 
be indicated in the character; or shall this express only what 
is generally true ? De Candolle discusses the question, but 
leaves it, as must needs be, for practical judgment to determine. 
On the one hand the point or the usefulness of a character is 
blunted or dissipated by the intercalation of alternatives and 
exceptions, yet characters must be somehow made to corre¬ 
spond with the facts. The method of Bentham and Hooker, 
of a separate specification of the principal known exceptions, 
is commended. 

Should outlying or anomalous groups be incorporated with 
the orders they most resemble, or be merely appended as 
“ genera affinia,” and the like ? The latter was inevitable in 
the earlier days of the natural system; but increasing knowl¬ 
edge, as well as considerations of symmetry and convenience, 
more and more fix the place of these floating groups; so that 
their general incorporation into the orders by Bentham and 
Hooker in the Genera Plantarum of our day is in the natural 
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course of tilings. But botanists have to remember that many 
of them are still riddles. 

Do Candolle eluHses descriptions under the two general heads 
of developed and abrUhjed, A develoi>ed description is a 
detailed account of the whole conformation, without regard 
to differentia. The type of an abridged description is the 
diagnosis, such as the specific phrase, or as Linmeus called it, 
the notncih specijicum; what we now universally term the 
specific name being his nomen trimale. In the course of 
phytography both these have become rare or of siieoial use 
as regards species, and a liybrid between the two lias been 
engendered which is more serviceable than either. The long 
and independent descriptions of tlie olden time are now mddmn 
written. Except for special cases, the development of the 
natural system in its subordination of groups in over incrcas- 
ing numbers and definiteness, has rendered them su|)erfluouH. 
What was once stated in the developed description of a sfiecies 
in one formula, and a vast deal more, is now paroelsd out 
among the ordinal, tribal, generic, sub-generic, or sectional, 
sub-sectional, and other characters, each of which deals pri¬ 
marily, if not wholly, with differentim. The chanietors of each 
grade, being diagnostic, may bo comparatively short; but 
taken togotlier they beijonie almost exhaustive. But to avoid 
going again over the same ground, subsidiary muttcu’s not 
diagnostical, yet needful or useful, are not rarely intercaliited 
among the more essential iioints, instead of being eollected in 
a separate paragraph. Conseqiuuitly the sjKHufic diagnosis 
may be prolonged and get to paitakc of tlje nature of a 
developed description. The remedy for over-length is to 
multiply divisions and sub-divisions between the genus and 
the species. To do this well, to arrange the sihicics group 
within group moat definably as well as most naturally, tasks 
the powers and the patience of a systematic botanist, and tests 
his aptitude for discerning affinities, and solving practical 
difficulties. 

Developed descriptions are in place in such general works as 
De CandoUe^ Systema” (which was soon overweighted and 
crushed by them), and above all in monograplis of orders or 
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genera. In Ms sixth chapter, devoted to tMs topic, the author 
cites, in order of date, the principal monographs of orders or 
tribes (excluding those of a single genus) which may be taken 
as models (about two dozen only), and points out some of 
their merits or defects. The subject of abridged descriptions 
is taken up in chapter VII.; and this connects itself with a 
great number of subsidiary questions and particular details, 
running on through twenty chapters more (individually short), 
and forming the most practically useful part of the book. 
There are so many points which it were well to call attention 
to, or sometimes to comment upon, for which space is now 
wanting, that we must defer the remainder of this critical notice 
to the next issue of the Journal. 

It is to be regretted that, for the completeness of this work, 
the author did not comprehend in it the subject of nomen¬ 
clature of groups — an important part of phytography — and 
reprint in it his opuscula, entitled “ Lois de la Nomenclature 
Botanique,” along with some further commentaries, such as 
his experience and some adverse criticisms from an opposing 
school may have suggested. This may still be desired, 
although the little treatise has already been widely dissemi¬ 
nated in three languages, and although, as the author inci¬ 
dentally remarks, his own view is shared by an immense 
majority of descriptive botanists. 

We proceed with our remarks upon this interesting volume, 
taking up certain points as they strike attention in turning 
the pages, but passing over many others of equal or superior 
importance. 

There is a short chapter upon enigmatical descriptions or 
botanical riddles, and how they come about. The author has 
taken the pains to collect and tabulate the ‘‘ species dubim ” 
of the last four volumes of the “Prodromus,” to see who 
is accountable for them, taking into account only botanical 
authors no longer living, and excluding those who have con¬ 
tributed no more than three. So good a botanist as Blume 
heads the list, one so indifferent as Siebold is accountable for 
the fewest; so not much comes from such a tabulation. The 
practical point is that Blume, as well as Miquel and Kunth, 





292 


REVIEWS. 


who stand high on the list, have fallen much into tho hahit of 
founding species on fragmentary or quite insufficient herba¬ 
rium specimens; instead of passing them over without men¬ 
tion, or at least without naming them. One is apt to suppose 
that a description of an incomplete specimen, say without flow¬ 
ers, may bo readily eked out later by another hand supplied 
with tho missing parts. This, as Do Candolle says, is a mis¬ 
take. The succeeding botanist is hindered more than he is 
helped by such work. And it is the same with species founded 
on figures, such, for instance, as those of Mo(;ino and Scsse, 
upon which the elder Do Candolle established species and 
some genera in the earlier volumes of the I^rcKlromus.” As 
to ‘‘ genera dubia vel non satis nota,” very few can bo laid 
at the door of first-class botanists. In tho list of names of 
deceased botanists which are notable for their absence, tlie 
name of Torrey is inserted between that of the elder Do Can¬ 
dolle and that of the elder Hooker. 

In the chapter on tho description of groups superior to 
species, the author enumerates and sketches the character of 
tho six ‘‘ Genera Plantarum ” which have appeared within the 
180 years of modern botany; tho immortal works of Tounu*fort 
(“ Institutiones,” 1700), Linnanis (tho first <‘dition of whose 
‘KJenera’’ was published in 1737), A. L. Jussifui (1789), 
Endlichcr (183fJ-1840), McisiuT (1830-1843, wln<*h is much 
less known), and finally of Bentham and Hooker, which began 
in 1862, and is now three quarters finished. Tournefort fixed 
the rank and character of genera, Linmcus tersidy and clearly 
defined them, Jussieu arranged them under natural orders, 
defining these, Endlicher and Lindley developed the hierar¬ 
chy of groups superior to orders, also the tribes inferior to 
them, and the latter is deservedly praised for his sagacity in 
discerning affinities, the former for the perfeedion of his style; 
and to lientham and Hooker is justly awarded the emwning 
merit of having, far beyond their predecessors in this century, 
verified or developed the characters of the genera by a wide 
and direct study of the herbarium materials. 

Floras, or descriptions of natural groups, not in their 
entirety but so far only as represented in a particular country 
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cr region, are discussed in chapter X. In Floras, as in more 
general works, abridged descriptions or diagnoses suffice, 
indeed are preferable in all cases where the region has 
been pretty well explored, and where the materials can be 
thoroughly elaborated. Formerly all considerable Floras were 
written in Latin, at least the characters. So they would con¬ 
tinue to be if the convenience of botanists and the advance¬ 
ment of science only were to be considered. But Floras are 
used by many to whom even Linnaean Latin would be a 
stumbling-block. Fortunately the difference between good 
botanical English and botanical Latin is not wide, and will 
not seriously trouble a French or German botanist. The 
converse hardly holds. The greatest Flora written in English, 
we might say the best great Flora in any language which has 
ever been produced and completed, is Bentham’s ‘‘Flora 
Australiensis,’’ in seven octavo volumes. Touching upon 
works of special illustration, the “Botanical Magazine’’ is 
justly singled out for praise, for sustained botanical correctness 
under difficulties, and for its great influence upon the science. 

De Candolle insists much on the importance of describing 
and well classifying the varieties of a species, and of distin¬ 
guishing them as much as possible into grades, such as sub¬ 
species or races, varieties, subvarieties, etc. We suggest that 
this can be done with great advantage only when the forms 
are comparatively definite, or have been described as species. 
We think that only the more salient and definite varieties 
should be distinguished by names; otherwise the names and 
the groups will be limitless. 

In the eleventh chapter, on partial descriptions of groups 
from the point of view of organography (a term which our 
author prefers to morphology), of physiology, botanical geog¬ 
raphy, etc., our author has some pertinent remarks upon the 
helps which all such studies are offering to phytography, 
which will gradually extend its domain over them; and upon 
the obvious advantage and great need of having results of 
histological researches expressed descriptively, under some¬ 
thing like a common terminology, and with due regard to 
rules which have governed the more matured branches of 
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botany, — rules and practices whicb eliminate a deal of ver¬ 
biage, facilitate comparison of views, and ensure mutual in¬ 
telligibility- Of botanical descriptions for the purposes of 
systematic botany, it could be said that whatever is not clear 
is not botany. May such clearness be hoped for in the future 
of histological botany ? 

Chapter XIL treats of the unavoidahlo mixture of artificial 
with natural grouping. Truly natural groups are often arti¬ 
ficially defined, that is, are indicated by single character; 
or truly artificial clmracters are used for the sake of con¬ 
venience in the division of natural groups. Of tlic latter 
sort are the divisions Pohjpetdw^ GamopeUd(^^ and Apetalm 
in Dicotyledons; also those founded on the mode of curva¬ 
ture of the embryo in Crudferm^ introduced by Brown, who 
cautiously used them for genera, but raised to the rank of 
primary or snbordinal characters by De Candolle. Hypogyny, 
perigyny, and epigyny are in the same category, and probably 
no one was more sensible of it tlian Jussieu himself, whow 
point and forte was the constitutioh of orders, not their col¬ 
location under these artificial heads. De Candolle suggests 
that, while to the more natural divisions are appropriated the 
terms of Class, Cohort, Orders, Tribes, (femora, and Sections; 
such names as Division, Subdivision, St»ri(»s, (‘te., might be 
restricted to artificial divisions, and that tlume should take 
adjective names not of generic origin, such ns lAtjuliflorm^ 
Pohjpetalm^ and the like. 

Chapter XIIL relates to difficulties in phytography which 
have grown out of various methods or absence of method in 
the nomenclature of organs, and from the want of considerar 
tion of the law of priority in such matters. The result of 
which in some departments, such as histological morphology, 
is a state of anarchy not unlike that which prevailoil in the 
names of groups before the days of Tournefort and Linnseus. 
We may hope that ortler and lucidity will some day dawn 
upon this chaos and a common language replace this infu¬ 
sion of tongues. Meanwhile De Candolle offers certaia coun¬ 
sels, the utility of which, he says, is not doubtful nor the ap¬ 
plication very difficult. 
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(1) Hold fast to common and universally known names, 
wketker in Latin or in modern languages. Hadix^ cauUs^ 
folium^ flos^ etc,, with their vernacular equivalents, are not 
to give place to new-fangled substitutes. This, he thinks, will 
rid us of “ such useless terms as caulome^ pTiyllome^ etc.’’ 
Now these terms, along with trichome^ seem to us legitimate 
and useful, as succinct expressions of a morphological idea; 
they are annoying only when pedantically ridden as hobbies 
over ground on which they are not wanted. 

(2) Do not entertain the idea that a change in the mode 
of considering or defining an organ requires a change of 
name. Although Linnaeus did take the leaf-blade for the 
leaf, and define it accordingly, that did not much hinder the 
coming in of a truer view, involving merely a change of the 
definition. But one may intimate that De Candolle here 
comes into conflict with another rule he insists on, namely, 
that terms should have unmistakably one meaning. When 
we say — as we ever shall — that leaves are ovate, we speak 
according to the Linnsean definition ; when we say that their 
insertion is alternate, we use the word in a more comprehen¬ 
sive sense ; when we have occasion to declare that cotyledons, 
bracts, petals, etc., are leaves, we use the word in the most 
comprehensive sense. All this involves considerable ambi¬ 
guity ; and the endeavor to keep the new wine in the old 
bottles causes no little strain. It is borne because it has 
been applied gradually. If Linnaeus had started with, or 
even reached our ideas, we should happily have had a nomen¬ 
clature to match. Now we must be content, for descriptive 
purposes, to employ some words both in a restricted and in 
a comprehensive sense, and let the context fix the sense, just 
as it must in ordinary language. Technical precision is only 
a matter of degree. But it is clear that the excellent rule 
here laid down need not forbid the introduction of terms to 
express our conceptions, such as rhizome^ caulome^ trichome^ 
and the like. Yet these are ill-chosen terms, except the last. 
In particular, rhizoma has long ago been appropriated for 
something which is not of root nature, but the contrary. 

(8) The third counsel is to change the name of an organ, 
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as we do tliat of a genus or species, only wlien it is |>ositIvely 
contrary to tlio truth, or when it has been pre-occupie<i 

(4) Avoid giving special names for rare or ilklefinable 
cases of structure. An epithet or short i)eriphrasi8 is vastly 
preferal)lo to a now and strange term, which will be seldom 
used and may be hardly understood. De Candolle truly re¬ 
marks that after a great multiplication of terms and distinc¬ 
tions generally comes some good generalization, which does 
away with a crowd of particular names ; that what has hap¬ 
pened in carpology is likely to occur for microBCopic organs; 
and ho adds: Nous assistons au ‘ feu d’artifiee ’ d’une 
trentaino de noms de cos dtats dos cellules ” [in our verna¬ 
cular, we have seen them go up ’*] ; il en resterii seule- 
ment quelques-uns g6neraux ou frequents, qui seront toujours 
n^cessaires.’’ 

(6) Between two or more names choose, not the most 
agreeable, or even the most significant, but the one best 
known and most widely recognized. 

(C) Between names equally known and used, adopt the 
oldest. Which are the older names is not difficult to know 
in the case of common organs, but is very much so in modem 
histology. 

(7) In this matter of i)riority or of usage, consider only 
names taken from [or in conformity with] Latin or Greek. 
As in systematic botany, scientific and not vulgar names are 
to be accounted in this regard. Those who like Bpaltoffmmg 
for Htoma or stomate^ and selieiteheUe^ must needs follow 
their own fashion; but the genius of our own and the French 
language resists their importation, while it adopts or adapte 
with ease technical terms from classical sources. 

(8) Not to admit names contrary to these rulcs- 

Chapter XIV. surveys some difiiculties in phytography 

which arise from the variant, changed, or contradictory use 
of certain botanical terms, and from the employment of 
vernacular terms which cannot bo latinized. The latter has 
just been referred to incidentally. Even the French de8cril>e 
the dehiscence of a certain kind of capsule as *^en boite k 
savonette.” In English we do not attempt to say “ in Boai>- 
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box fashion,” and should not be understood if we did, but we 
adopt the Linnaean Latin “ circumcissile.” In general, De 
Candolle concludes that a vernacular term, whether the name 
of an organ or of a botanical group, which will not enter into 
a Latin text by a modification of its termination, is not scien¬ 
tific, and may give place to one which is. 

A few terms are mentioned which have been more or less 
changed in meaning since the time of Linnaeus; such as 
lanceolate^ which has gradually varied more or less, and for 
a part of the change the present writer is held to account; 
also glaucus^ which classically means sea-green in hue, but 
which has been generally used in botany to designate some¬ 
times a certain whitishness, and sometimes a whitishness 
caused by a minute waxy exudation in the form of a powder : 
the latter is the same as pruinosus. Others may be as sur¬ 
prised as we were to learn that neither glaitcus nor pruinosus 
are Linnaean terms. 

Among the terms used ambiguously, it is surprising that 
De Candolle does not refer to pistillum^ first introduced into 
botany by Tournefort, and used in the sense of the modern 
term gynoecium^ therefore only one to a flower; modified by 
Ludwig to denote a female member of the flower (having 
ovary, stigma, and commonly a style), of which there may be 
several or many in a flower ; and adopted in the latter sense 
by Linnaeus, yet generally with a use that avoids contradicting 
the sense of Tournefort. Mirbel, Moquin-Tandon, and St. 
Hilaire among the French, have openly departed from Tourne- 
fort’s use, and speak freely of pistils in the plural. Brown 
and De Candolle have used the word in the manner of Ludwig 
and Linnaeus when they have used it at all, but have generally 
evaded its use; other botanists, especially British, have gone 
back to the Tournefortian sense of gynoecium. The present 
writer has a note on the subject in the new edition of his 
‘‘ Structural Botany ” (1879 and 1880), p. 166. 

Sinistrorse and dextrorse in the direction of ascent of 
climbing stems or the overlapping of parts in a bud, etc. — 
De Candolle had formerly insisted upon the desirability of 
following what he takes to be the authority and practice of 
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Linnaeus in the use of these terms; and he hero returns to 
the subject, reinforcing his former arguments. It is most 
desirable that these terms should not continue to be employed 
in contradictory senses, one party calling that sinistrorse 
which the other calls dextrorse; it is also fitting tlmt the 
principle of priority should prevail and that the authority 
of Linnseus should be re8|>ected. I^rct us, therefore^ in the 
first place give an abstract of the points which Be Candolle 
here makes. 

But first, we take it for granted that a stem or such organ, 
having no front or back, can have no right or left of its own : 
so when we say that it twines to the left or right, we can 
mean nothing else than the right or left of the observer. The 
contradiction comes from the different jK)«iti(m which the 
observer is conceived to occupy. De Candolle supiwses the 
observer to be placed within the coil or ascending helix, and 
that this is the more natural jKJsition. The other party su|>- 
poses the observer to face the object from without; and from 
this position the Hop twines to the left, i e., turns in ascend¬ 
ing from the observer’s right to his left, while the Convol¬ 
vulus turns from his left to his right; the first is sinistrorse, 
the second dextrorse ; while to De (’andolle, standing within 
the coil, the first is dextrorse, the second HnuHtrorso. Now, 
says De Candolle, Linmeus in the first edition (1751) of the 

Fhilosophia liotaniea,” § 1(5«1, page 103, says: Sinistror- 
sum hoc est quod respicit sinistrum, si ponas to ipsum in 
centro constitutum, meridiem adspicere; dextrum itaque con- 
trarium.” 

De Candolle remarks that the phrase ‘‘meridiem adspi¬ 
cere” is of no account [but it indicates a certain confusion 
in Linnams’s mind], for it matters not in what direction you 
look. He adds — what we had all overlooked — that in the 
errata, on p. 860, Linnmus corrected the word sinistrum into 
dextram. But, inasmtxch as two editions of the “ Philosophia 
Botanica ” were printed at Vienna in Linnmus’s lifetime, and 
this correction was not intrcKluced into them, he concludes 
that the correction was cancelled by the author of it. And he 
notes that the expression “ sinistrorsum hoc est quod rospicit 
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dextram ” is a most awkward one for denoting the right-about 
change which the erratum had in view. Nevertheless the 
correction was so made in the edition of the Philosophia 
Botanica” by Gleditsch in 1780, two years after the death of 
Linnaeus, also in that of Willdenow, published ten years later. 
But De Candolle the elder, in the “ Flore Franfaise,” and in 
all his writings, followed the original text, as also has the 
present De Candolle, who cites as maintaining the same view, 
Braun (who for a time gave way to the opposite), Bischoif, 
Mold, Palm, Dutrochet, Nsegeli, and even Darwin. But we 
should say that Darwin, noting the conflict of views, had care¬ 
fully evaded both, using instead the expression with the sun, 
and against the sun” ; yet sometimes saying ‘‘ from left to 
right,” as equivalent to "‘against the sun” (as on p. 34), 
showing that he took the external position to be the natural 
one. 

Among those who have tised the tei‘ms sinistrorse and dex¬ 
trorse and defined them in the way which supposes the ob¬ 
server to stand outside of the helix, are Aug. St. Hilaire, 
Duchartre, Bentham and Hooker, Eichler; and the present 
writer may be added, although our author appears not to be 
aware of it. While trusting that the younger botanists will 
follow the example of Linnseus and the majority of authors, 
De Candolle recommends that those who depart from it, and 
even those who adopt it, shall state their point of view by 
some convenient abbreviation, such as extus ms. or intus 
vis.; and thus lessen the danger of a misunderstanding. 
This is indeed essential. 

De Candolle remarks that he can discover no reason for the 
ab extra point of view except a tacit but perhaps nowhere 
expressed assumption that it requires some effort to suppose 
one’s self in the centre of a helix or spire. He thinks a mod¬ 
erate effort will accomplish this. The reply may be that, in 
the case of a stem climbing a hop-pole, or of the scales imbri¬ 
cated on the axis of a pine-cone, or of a flower-bud on the 
stage of a dissecting microscope, the contemplation of the 
object from without calls for no effort at all. So natural does 
this extraneous position appear to be that we found ourselves 
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describing these objects from that point of view without think¬ 
ing of any other, — so natural, as we sliall see, that Linnaeus 
fell into it himself, and there remained. Yet, that the oppos¬ 
ing view has also its fitness is obvious from the fact that the 
physicists and mathematicians are divided in usage, no less 
than the naturalists. 

In the actual state of the case, the question which view 
ought to prevail in botany must be determined therefore on 
a balance of considerations: 1,Priority and authority, such 
as that of Linmeus ; 2, Naturalness; 8, I Veponderant wtual 
usage. We had maintained in this Journal (for March and 
for May, 1877) and in ‘‘ Structural Botany ” (6th ed,, note 
on pp. 61, 62) that the erterm mmim view has decidedly the 
best case on the second ground, and, except in botany, on the 
third also. And now that De Candolle has drawn our atten¬ 
tion to the matter, we are going to claim the remaining ground 
likewise, and to contend that the contrary usage in botany 
came in from non-attention to the teaching and practice of 
Linnscus himself. 

On p. 39 of Linnmus’s only own edition of the Philosophia 
Botariiea” he defines and illustrates the directions of twin¬ 
ing thus: Sinistrormm^ secundum solem vulgo: Hurnuliis, 
Helxine, Loniccra, Tamus. IMrtrorsimt^ contra motum solis 
vulgi; Convolvulus, Basclla, Phaseolus, Cynanche, Euphor¬ 
bia, Eupatorium.” 

Nothing is said about the position of the observer- But 
in every one of the examples of sinistrorse (Helxine l>eing 
Pohjgommi convolvulus)^ the stem winds around the support 
passing from right to left of the observer confronting the coil; 
and in every one of the dextrorse examples (Eupatorium 
being Mikania) it winds in the opposite direction. That is, 
dextrorse and sinistrorse are used in the exteme risum sense. 
On p. 103 the same is repeated, except that reference to the 
sun’s apparent course is omitted and additional examples are 
added, most (but not all) of them accordant with the preced¬ 
ing. So far, it would seem that Wiclmra was not mistaken 
in his statement that De Candolle had followed a different 
method from that of Linmeus. And this appears to be the 
whole case as respects direction of twining. 
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But on the same page, to Corolla sinistrorsum ’’ is ap¬ 
pended the foot-note which has made so much trouble, namely, 
“ Sinistrorsum hoc est, quod respicit sinistrum, si ponas Te 
ipsum in centro constitutum, meridiem adspicere; Dextrorsum 
itaque contrarium.” That is to say, in defining the direction 
of overlapping of the parts of a perianth, Linnaeus took the 
open flower instead of the bud, and proposed to look down 
upon it from above or within. Now it may well be that Lin¬ 
naeus subsequently perceived the contradiction between his 
terminology for overlapping and that for twining; and that 
his brief erratum, on p. 310, pro sinistrum lege dextram,’’ 
was intended to bring the former into congruity with the lat¬ 
ter, which it does, but in an awkward way. Perhaps he saw 
the incompatibility of the cited examples; in fact, about as 
many of them accord with the outside as with the inside point 
of view. Any way, the erratum is his own; it seems unlikely 
that he authorized its omission from the Vienna editions; and 
Gleditsch and Willdenow should not be blamed for heeding 
his behest in their editions. For, so far as it goes, it tends to 
render their author consistent with himself. If Linnaeus had 
revised the page himself, he would have left out the “ meri¬ 
diem adspicere,” which has nothing to do with the matter, 
and doubtless he would have completed his assimilation of 
the direction of petal-obliquity or overlapping with that of 
stem-winding; and so the whole confusion from which we 
are endeavoring to escape would have been avoided. 

In adopting the external point of view — now fortified by 
original authority — it is well to note that we shall be in 
accord with the modern physicists and mathematicians, and 
also with common people. The ordinary screw, on which the 
thread winds from left to right of the confronting observer, 
and which is driven home by the semi-rotation of the hand 
and fore-arm from left to right, is everywhere known as the 
right-handed screw; and this, with the corkscrew, is taken as 
the norm and exponent of right-handed rotation by Clerk- 
Maxwell (“Treatise on Electricity and Magnetism,” i. 23), 
and by Sir Wm. Thomson. 

The analogies which have been adduced in favor of the 
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inside position are mostly drawn from objects which have 
a right and left of their own; a building, for instance, has 
a right and left side or wing because it has a front and a rear. 
The right side of an assembly presided over by an officer who 
faces the members is quite arbitrarily, but naturally, taken to 
be that on the right of the chairman. But the righUiand 
figures on a drawing or engraved plate are taken to be tboae 
on the right hand of the observer, notwithstanding that the 
plate, having face and back, has a right and left of its own. 

Chapter XV. refers to certain difficulties whit^h grow out 
of ambiguous terms of ordinary language; for example, the 
various meanings of tho word (fin) cml or puriKise, and the 
ambiguities in the use of the terms nature, natural, supcT- 
natural (which lead off into philosophy, but are hero trcatiHl 
rather in reference to style of exposition) ; also tlie change 
which has occurred in the scope of the word history in natural 
science. 

Chapter XVL is an interesting and pertinent one, upon the 
manner in which facts observed under the microscope are 
described, and on tbo great saving of space and advantage 
in clearness which would ho gained hy the luloption, for aJi 
matters perfectly capable of it, of the Linmean descriptive 
style, and of Linmeau Latin. Extracts from the Cerman of 
Schaclit, the French of I^aycr, and the Italian of (tasparrini 
are given, and hy tluur side a rendering in dcscn|>tivc Latin ; 
and tho words and hitters are counted. The ( Jerman specimen 
so treated is diminished to consideraldy lc‘ss than half the 
number of words and a little less tlian half tho number of 
letters. The French simmers down to one third the numl>er 
of Latin words and less than half the number of lettew; and 
in the French of descriptive botany to less than one half. 
The Italian extract of 51 words and 2r><> letters is expressed 
in Latin of the Lintuean form by 21 words and 127 letters. 

Style in botanical works is discussed in chapter XVIIL, 
which all young botanists should study, ospocially the portion 
which treats of the admirable style of Linnfcus. In speaking 
of botanical style in the modern languages, the author notices 
the gr^at advantage which the languages of Latin stock have 
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inherited, and which the English-writing botanists have ac¬ 
quired, of ready and free use of Latin and latinized technical 
words by direct transference. Botanical French, English, 
and Italian, are contrasted with the German in this respect. 
Noting that the German of conversation inclines to be clear 
and sententious, while in botanical writings the words lengthen 
more and more and the sentences become badly involved, our 
author remarks that recently having read a couple of pages of 
Vegetable Anatomy, and feeling his brain somewhat fatigued 
with the frequency of such words as Sclerenchymfasergrup- 
pen, Gefiissbundentwicklung, and Entwicklungseigenthiim- 
lichkeit, he asked himself if that was good German style. 
He then recollected that Goethe, one of the very greatest of 
German literary writers, was also a profound naturalist. He 
opened his “ Metamorphose der Pflanzen,” read a page or so, 
and experienced a relief which he likens to that felt by a sea- 
tossed ocean voyager when the vessel suddenly glides into 
a quiet harbor. 

Chapter XIX. discusses the propositions to employ letters 
and figures, chosen arbitrarily or otherwise, to represent spe¬ 
cific and generic characters, — repulsive contrivances, to which 
our author lends no countenance. 

Chapter XX. treats questions of orthography, abbreviations 
and signs, pagination, typography; the twenty-first chapter, 
of titles and indexes; both full of interesting details upon 
which we cannot touch, although we are longing to put in 
our oar. 

Chapter XXII. animadverts upon the tendency of certain 
modern cryptogamists to set all botanical rules at naught. 
The next gives advice about articles in journals, disserfcations, 
and the like; the next treats of translations; another, of fig¬ 
ures, and has many noteworthy remarks ; chapter XXVI., of 
auxiliary and bibliographical works; and chapter XXVIL is 
a chronological table of the progress of phytography, begin¬ 
ning with a Chinese encyclopedia 1000 years before Christ, 
and ending with Sachs’s ‘‘ Lehrbuch,” 1868-1877. Botanical 
students will find it very interesting and instructive. 

The remaining chapter begins the second part of the vol- 
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ume, “ Preuves des Doscriptions; ” which is principally de¬ 
voted to herbaria, their history, formation, and management; 
— a most important chapter, the analysis of which would 
form an article by itself. Last in order and not least in im- 
jmrtiuioe, a full enumeration is given of botanical collectors 
and authors who have formed herbaria, with an indication of 
the place whore their herbaria or collections are preserved. 




DARWIN’S POWER OF MOVEMENT IN PLANTS. 

First let us congratulate the scientific community, no loss 
than the author, that Mr. Darwin's experimental researches 
are seconded, and are we hoi>& long to be continued, by the 
son whose name appears upon the title-page, and whose in¬ 
dependent papers already published approve his worthine^ 
for that honor. This volume^ is from beginning to end a 
record of a series of researches and of the inferences wliich 
they directly warrant. Naturally it will not fascinate the 
general reader after the manner of ‘‘The Origin of Sjwcies" 
and some of the volumes which sueceede<l that epoch-marking 
production; nor has it the fresh charms of the treatises 
the Movements and Habits of Climbing Plants,'' and of 
“Insectivorous Plants,” of which it is the proi)er continuation 
and supplement. 

The organs of plants take certain determinate |>OEition8 
and execute certain movements, some of them universal or 
genenil, some of them special, some of them very striking and 
seemingly strange, most — hut not quite all of them —evi¬ 
dently mlvantageouB to the plant or essential to its wellbeing. 
Roots point toward the earth; stems |)oint away from it; 
young stems bend toward the light, and the upper face of 
leaves is presented to it. Stems that twine “ dretimnutats ” 
(a capital term), L c., bend successively to all points of the 

^ The Power of hfovemmi in Plants* By Charles Darwiit, aaaisted by 
Francis Darwin. With illustrations. Tendon and New York, ISSO. 
(American Journal of Science and Arts, 3 set,, xid. 245.) 
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compass, and this wholly irrespective o£ external influences; 
and the twining around a support is the direct consequence 
of the circumnutation. Most tendrils freely circumnutate, 
and thereby are enabled to reach the object which they grasp. 
Most tendrils (and in certain cases some other parts) are 
very obviously sensitive to external contact or irritation, to 
which they respond by movement and change of form, and 
thus they grasp or do other advantageous acts. Some move¬ 
ments, especially of leaves, occur with regularity upon the 
access of light, others with its withdrawal; a few, such as the 
small leaflets of Demnodium gyraiis,, proceed irrespective of 
night and day. The specification need not be extended. The 
general facts in all their great variety are familiar to scientific 
readers. The inquiry of this volume is as to their ground 
and origin, or, as in this connection wo should rather say, 
their development and history. For instance, circumnutation 
gives rise to twining and gives efficiency to other ways of 
climbing. But Darwin is bound to suspect, and even to show, 
that circumnutation is not a 8i>ecial endowment of the stems 
and tendrils of climbing plants, but rather a more developed 
manifestation of a general faculty* And the same is to be 
said of the movements of tendrils and leaves, or their appen¬ 
dages, whether automatic or in response to external irritation 
or stimulus. All this is what the experimental researches 
detailed in this volume undertake to ascertain and have satis¬ 
factorily made out. 

An abstract of the volume might be somewhat tedious, and 
is certainly unnecessary for biological readers, who are sure 
to possess and study it. But the gist is readily to be gathered, 
without running through the iterated details or scanning 
many of the illustrative and curious figures which record the 
movements under investigation, by the simple perusal of the 
introduction and of the concluding chapter, in which the mat¬ 
ter of the volume is summed up. 

The sum and substance of the case is, that all these powers 
and faculties are manifested in the seedling immediately upon 
germination, and most of them are then remarkably exem¬ 
plified. The caulicle or initial portion of stem below the 
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cotyledons (with the elongation and protraeion of which the 
germination of dicotyledonous seeds usually begins) circum- 
nutates as soon as it comes out into t!m open air, and even 
earlier: this is the earliest manifestation of an automatic 
movement which is shared by all tlio succeeding jwrtions of 
stem developed from it, in the early life of most plants, 
whether climbers or not. \ In the latter, and esiiecially in 
twining plants, wo see this general faculty at its maximum 
and in beneficial exercise. More remarkable and novel it is 
to learn that the initial root, growing from the lower end of 
the eauliclo (not inaptly called by Darwin the hyprmitij!)^ also 
shares in this faculty of circiunnutatiou. As it penetnites 
the soil in its downward course, it cannot largely manifest 
this faculty, and indeed its power of circnminubition is always 
small; “but the ciroummitating movement will facilitate 
the tip entering any lateral or oblique fissure in tlui earth or 
a burrow made by an earth-worm or larva; and it is certain 
that roots often run down the old burrows of worms. The 
tip, however, in endeavoring to eireumnutate will (sneees- 
sividy) press against the oarih on all sides, and this can Imrdly 
fail to be of the highest importance to the plant’’ (being suiv 
plemented by another faculty, that of Hensitiveness at the tip 
presently to be mentioned) ;* for “when t!ie tip encounters a 
stone or other obstacle in the ground, or even earth on one 
side more compact than on the other, the rrmt will kmd away 
as much as it can from the olistacle or the more resisting 
earth, and will thus follow with unerring skill the lino of least 
resistance.” / Then, beside the almost universal heliotropic 
movement, by which each leaf or leaflet presents its superior 
surface to the direction of the greater light, Mr. Darwin 
shows that these organs also circunmutatci, beginning even 
with the cotyledons or seed-leaves; although their aw©€!j>s gen¬ 
erally form so narrow an ellipse that they move up and down 
in nearly the same vertical plane, a movement describing a 
circle being converted into one up and down. 

(These circumnutatory movements are of the most fimda- 
mental and therefore mysterious character. Although most 
oomraonlY connected with growth, they are at bottom inde- 
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pendent of it. This — contrary to some German physiolo¬ 
gists — we must conclude from both DeVries’ and Darwin’s 
investigations. They are produced by the changing turges- 
cence of the cells on different sides of a stem or footstalk, 
which may or may not be fixed by some consequent growth 
or solidification. This Mr. Darwin, we presume rightly, con¬ 
cludes to be the faculty or susceptibility upon which heliotro- 
pism, geotropism, and the like (not to speak of apheliotropism,, 
apogeotropism^ paraJieliotropison,^ diaheliotropismy hyponasty,, 
nyctotropism^ and other terms which the incautious student 
may take to be powers instead of abbreviated expressions) — 
in other words, upon which the solar rays and some occult in¬ 
fluence of the earth — act, modifying the sweeps or converting 
them into forth and back or other special movements. fAmong 
these, that which has been termed the sleep of leaves, better 
and briefly designated by the word nyctotropism, is thor¬ 
oughly investigated in this volume, and is shown to be far 
more general than has been supposed; and the conclusion is 
that the end subserved is a needful protection of the surfaces, 
mainly of the superior surface against cold from nocturnal 
radiation. A priory looking at the structure of the leaf, one 
would have thought that the under surface had the greater 
need of such protection. 

j^Not only are all these movements incipient in the seedling, 
but some of them are manifested more rapidly and extensively 
than in most mature plants." This should needs be, since, as 
Mr. Darwin states it, ‘^Seedlings are subjected to a severe 
struggle for life, and it appears to be highly important to 
them that they should adapt themselves as quickly and as 
perfectly as possible to their conditions.” Very properly, 
therefore, no small part of this volume is devoted to the seed¬ 
ling and to the behavior of its several parts. The most novel 
and unexpected results relate to the young root. Judging 
from its simplicity and from the medium in which it is de¬ 
veloped, one would not look there for the endowment which 
Mr. Darwin finds in it. But this root-tip and the vegetable 
cells which compose it conspire to teach us that the most sim¬ 
ple structures may be wonderfully gifted. The tiny root ex- 
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liibits tbree kiuds o£ movement: firut tiuit of ciremmmtatii>n, 
in wbich, endeavoring to bend in all direetionii» its tip "" will 
press on all sides, and thus be able to discsrimimite between 
the harder and softer adjoining surfaces, . . . and to bend 
from the harder soil and follow the lines of tiie least resist¬ 
ance,” BO modifying mlvantageously its course from that to 
which geotropism constantly tends to give it. M«re<H*er, tlie 
growing end of the root is sensitive to contact, and in a com¬ 
plex manner. If presseil above the tip, it liends there towanl 
or around the impinging btaly, much as the end of a tendril 
bonds around a support; thus it may follow, as roots tlo, aloitg 
the uuetpml surface of a solid Innly. But, tliirdly, if the tip 
itself be locally pressed, it exhibits diffenmt and more sur¬ 
prising sensitiveness, for it transmits an iidluenee to an upjier 
adjoining part, causing it to bend away from the affected side. 
This sensitiveness to contact is confined to a little more than 
one millimeter of the tip; the part which bends is fi or 7 or 
even 12 millimeters al)ove. So, when the sensitive tip in its 
downward growth strikes oblicjuely ii|K)n a stone or other ol>- 
stiiclo, the part above at this distance, to which some iiifiuence 
must be transmitted, bends and carries the jsiint away from 
the ol>BtaeIe. Yet later, when a new {portion of the side im¬ 
pinges upon tlH\ stone or other b<Hly, it will bend at that part 
toward instead of away from it, and so follow along its sur¬ 
face. It is the tip, likowims that can ditaxsrn that tlie air is 
moisteron one side than on the other, and which thence trans¬ 
mits an influence to an upper adjoining |mrt, which l>ends 
toward the source of moisttire.” It is the tip only which is 
sensitive to gravitation. i^Vell may Mr. Darwin affirm tlmt 
there is no structure in plants more wonderful, m far as its 
functions are concerned, than the tip of the radicle. Also, 
that is im|>OBsible not to bo struck with the resemblanoe 
between the foregoing movements of plants and many of the 
actions performdl imconstnously by the lower animals.” But 
the most striking resemblance is the localimtion of their sen¬ 
sitiveness mad the transmission of an influent to an excited 
part which oons^uendy moves. Yet plante do not of course 
possess nerves or a central nervous system; and we may infer 
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tliat with animals such structures serve only for the more per¬ 
fect transmission of impressions and for the more complete 
intercommunication of the several parts.” [ The closing sen¬ 
tence of the book may be appended to this. “ It is hardly an 
exaggeration to say that the tip of the radicle, thus endowed 
and having the power of directing the movements of the ad¬ 
joining parts, acts like the brain of one of the lower animals.”"^ 

The movements “ excited by light and gravitation,” as well 
as the nyctotropio or sleep-movements so called, are (as we 
have already stated) all referred by Mr. Darwin to modified 
circumnutation, “which is omnipresent while growth lasts, 
and after growth has ceased whenever pulvini are present,” 
as in several classes of leaves. As respects the relation of 
external agents to the movements, note Mr. Darwin’s re¬ 
mark : ] “ When we speak of modified circumnutation we 
mean that light, or the alternations of light and darkness, 
gravitation, slight pressure or other irritants and certain innate 
or constitutional states of the plant, do not directly cause 
the movement; they merely lead to a temporaiy increase or 
diminution of those spontaneous changes in the turgescence 
of the cells which are already in progress.” [ 

Certain parts of plants turn or grow earthward. When 
this is attributed to gravitation, as it commonly is, the physi¬ 
cists have opportunity to complain of the misuse of a term. 
Although Mr. Darwin, like other writers, speaks of the in¬ 
fluence of light and of gravitation in the same breath, without 
discrimination, we note with satisfaction his disagreement with 
those who ^‘look at the bending of a radicle towards the 
centre of the earth as the direct result of gravitation,”! and 
note especially the closing dictum. )“ Gravity does not ap¬ 
pear to act in a more direct manner on a radicle than it does 
on any lowly organized animal, which moves away when it 
feels some weight or pressure.” Why, we would ask, need 
the word gravity or gravitation be used at all in this con¬ 
nection ? 

The introduction to this volume contains a short article 
upon the terminology which is adopted in it, chiefly as re¬ 
gards such words as epinasty and hyponasty, geotropism and 
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related terms, wliicli is most convenient to employ, and also 
the names of these several parts of the embryo and seedling. 
This is, we believe, almost the first English book in which the 
axial part of the dicotyledonous embryo below the cotyledons 
(the radicle of the systematic botanist even of the present 
day) is distiiuitly recognized as hypoeotyledonmm or initial 
stem, although on the continent and in America this has long 
been taught and accepted. None the h^ss so alUiough the 
term radicle has been retained for it (until recently by the 
present writer, at least), in order not to br<‘ak with the ter¬ 
minology of systematic works. Mr. Darwin, in this volume, 
shortens the expression of hypocotyledonous nUmi ” into the 
term “hypocotyl,” — a fairly gootl English term, certainly 
better than the French tUjelle. Tlie objt*etion to them Imth is 
that the words will not take the substantive Latin form, as all 
such terms should. Wherefore the bettiu* name — an old one 
which we have reverted to in the last edition of the IJotjuueal 
Text-book (Structural Botany) — is caulkie or caulieiduB. 
The initial root, which grows from the lower end of the 
cauliclc (or hypocotyl ’'), Mr. Darwin calls the ratliele, fol¬ 
lowing in this the ordinary English usage, ex(*opt in very 
definitely distinguishing it from the canline part above it. 
Being simply root, we have j)refernHl uniformly to call it so, 
thus avoiding a word winch the systematists have all along 
applied to the cauliclc. Although initial stmn and initial 
root are most clearly discriminated in tlie prc*s«mt volume, yet 
in the accounts of the germination or the ordinary Dicoty¬ 
ledons, it appears to be implied or stated, either that it is the 
root-part which first projects from the seed-coats and that the 
stem-part licgins its development later, or that the axial part 
of the embryo conspicuously preexisting in the 8c?ed is root 
and not stem. We take it to be quite otherwise, namely, 
that this axial part in the seed is cauline, and that ordinarily 
it protrudes or makes some growth in length before root-for¬ 
mation begins. 

A few misprints of names of plants will in no wise mislead 
or trouble any botanist, except possibly in the case of Apium- 
graveolenB^ which on p. 422 and 424, and in the index, is 
printed Apios. 
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DE CANDOLLE’S ORIGIN OF CULTIVATED PLANTS. 

M. Alphonse De Candolle’s ‘‘G^ograpMe Botanique 
Raisonn^e,” in two volumes o£ nearly 700 pages each, was 
published in the year 1855, and has been for several years 
out of print. It is not surprising that the now venerable but 
still well-busied author should decline the labor of preparing 
a new edition, involving, as it would, the re-discussion of cer¬ 
tain questions under changed points of view, and the colloca¬ 
tion of a vast amount of widely scattered new materials which 
the last quarter of a century has brought to us. 

Happily, the chapter on the geographical origin of the 
species of plants generally cultivated for food, and for other 
economical uses, could be detached. This, the author has 
sedulously studied anew; and the present volume ^ is the re¬ 
sult. As yet we have it only in the original French; but it 
is said that an English translation is in preparation. So, if 
the work is not already in the hands of botanists and other 
scholars generally, we may expect that it soon will be; and, 
contenting ourselves with a mere mention of its plan and 
scope, we may proceed to remark, here and there, upon points 
which strike our attention.^ We may expect this to be for 

^ Origine des Plantes Cultivees. Par Alphonse De Candolle. Paris, 
1883. (Bibl. Scientifique Internationale, XLIII.) (American Journal of 
Science and Arts, 3 ser., xxv. 241, 370 ; xxvi. 128 ; with J. Hammond 
Trumbull.) 

^ To avoid repetition, it may he mentioned here that, in the follow¬ 
ing annotations, the “Relations of tho Voyages ” of Columbus are cited 
from Navarrete’s “Coleccion do los Viajes,'’ etc. (Madrid, 1858, and 1827- 
37) ; references to Peter Martyr d’Anghiera’s first three Decades “ I)c 
Rebus Oceanicis et Novo Orbe ” (written before 1517) are to the Cologne 
edition of 1574 ; references to Oviedo’s “ Historia General y Natural de las 
Indias ” — of which the first nineteen books, published in 1535, included a 
revised and enlarged edition of his “ Relacio sumariade la Nat. Historia dc 
las Indias,” printed in 1526 — arc to the edition published by the Royal 
Academy of History of Madrid, 1851-55 ; Jean de Lery’s “ Histoirc 
d’un Voyage faict en la terre du Brasil” (in 1557-8) is referred to in his 
revised edition in Latin, “ Historia Navigationis in Brasilian ” (Geneva}, 
1586) ; Fr. Hernandez, “NovaPlantarum, etc., Historia,” in the edition of 
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many years the standard work iiiK)n the snbject, and to 
undergo revision in sueceBsive editions; and we are sure that 
the excellent author will welcome every presentation of dis¬ 
cussion which may chance to throw any new light upon the 
sources or the aboriginal cultivation of certiua plants which 
the Old World has drawn from the New. 

The first part of the volume, of only 22 pages, is nminly 
o(tcupied with a consideration of the means employed for the 
determination of the sources whence the various cultivated 
plants have been derived. The lK>tanist eiUjuireH where a 
given cultivated plant grows spontiineously, or what was its 
wild original; and he has to judge, as well as he can, where 
it is truly indigenous or where a reversion from a cniltivatcd 
to a wild condition. This, as respects weeds and the like, is 
a difficult matter, even in a newly settled country like North 
America, much more so in the Old World ; but as resjwcts 
the plants of agriculture, the case is ttsually simpler. The 
botanists resident in a country are not likely to be far misled 
by the occurrence of wilderinp; but, in the ease of travel¬ 
ers and collectors, perhaps too much has been mmle, even 
in this volume, of plants only once met with growing spon¬ 
taneously, and inferred to be indigenous. Plentifulness is 
of no account, else the Century plant and Opuntia would be 
thought indigenous to the Mediterranean region, the Ox-eye 
Daisy to the United States, and certainly the Cardoon to the 
Pampas, where there is now probably more of it than any¬ 
where in the Old World. Archieology and palmoritology 
are often helpful, as by the identification of fruits and seeds 
in ancient Egyptian tombs, or of paintings uj>on their walls, 
or of fragments in ancient bricks; or the debris of lake- 
dwellings rescued from lacustrine dej> 08 its, as in Switeer- 

Rome, 1651 ; Rariorum Stirpiam Hiitona” by yKelaw (Claiitti), in 
th© first edition, Antwerp, 1576 ; his Exotica,^* Incltiding bis tmnskfions 
of Monardes and Aeoat^ Antwerfi, 1605, with Ms **C«r» Fostoriores’’ 
(posthnmons), 1611. — J. H. T. 

II m mm dm — yet shonld explicitly b® said that all tli® historical 
and philologioid lore, which gives this article its value, is contributed 
by my Msoeiata, — A, G. 
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land; and from the tufas of southern France, the MOken- 
inoddings of Scandinavia, the mounds of North America, and 
the ancient monuments and tombs of Mexico and Peru. His¬ 
torical documents are also important for the date of certain 
cultures in particular countries; and here it is stated that 
the principal cultures have come from three great regions, 
namely: China, southeastern Asia and Egypt, and intertro- 
pical America. De Candolle also remarks that in the Old 
World agriculture was developed along rivers, in the New, 
upon plateaux, — a fact which he attributes to the primitive 
situation of certain plants worth cultivating. But this is not 
quite obvious. Linguistic learning may be turned to much 
account; as in tracing a plant toward its home by the name 
which has gone forth with it in all its migrations. Like other 
instruments this must be used with some knowledge and judg¬ 
ment. Blc de Turquie (maize) did not come from, and 
probably not by way of, Turkey, any more than did the 
animal of that name- Jerusalem Artichoke has nauirht to 
do with Jerusalem, but came from North America, and is no 
artichoke. Pommo d’Acajou, anglice Mahogany-apple, is 
neither an apple nor a pomaceous plant, nor has it anything 
to do with mahogany. New Zealand Flax came indeed from 
New Zealand, but is not a flax. Among errors from the 
careless transference of names from one plant to another, 
that of Potato, which belongs to the Batatas or Sweet Potato, 
is familiar. Of mistakes which have been made in the trans¬ 
ference of a popular name from one language to another, 
Do Candolle mentions the Arbre de J’udde of the French, 
which in English has become Judas-tree. We may add that 
of Bois fidhle, of the French West Indians, which, taken up 
by their English successors as Fiddle-wood, has been perpet¬ 
uated in the generic name Citharexylum. 

The several lines of evidence — botanical, archasological, 
paleontological, historical, and linguistic — may be used to 
supplement or correct each other. How they may be brought 
to bear, and how their combination may give satisfactory 
results, is practically shown in Part II, —a study of the species 
as regards their origin, their earliest culture, and the principal 
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facts of their dispersion, — which makes up the principal bulk 
of the volume, namely, from page 23 to page 850. 

This part is divided into chapters, e. f/., Plants cultivated 
for their subtenmnean parts, such as bulbs, tuk^rs, etc. 

Those cultivated for their herbage, whether for human food, 
for forage, for fibres, for stimulation, etc.; but the pro|^r 
nuHlituil plants are left wholly out of view, as likewise plants 
cultivated for ornament. So the chapter on plants cultivatkl 
for their blosHoms, or ])arts connected with tliese, is brief 
enough, treating as it does only of the Clove, Hop, Safflower, 
and Saffron. For tho Kohcs Funiraiana^ and all plants 

however largely cultivated for p<»rfume or for essential oik are 
left out of view. So alstj are the HWe<»t-herbs of the kitchen- 
garden, and all condiments, except Ilorse-ratlish. Plants cul¬ 
tivated for their fruits and seeds occupy the closing chapters. 
Among the latter the Cotton-plant is placecL The arrange- 
ment matters little, and that atlopted may Ih3 the most con¬ 
venient. A good index tnakes ready reference to any topic. 

In tho order of the book we come first to IMhmihm tube- 
romis, tho Topinambour of the Frttncli, Jerusalem Artichoke 
of the English; in tho United States the tubers simply callad 
artichokes. Almost all know of the origin and source of 
these esculent tubers has been recoverad since the publication 
of Do Candollek earlier w’ork, in 1855. Although tho con¬ 
temporary accounts specifietl its introduction from C'anada, 
and Liunauis so cites it in tho Hortus CliffortianusJ* the sub¬ 
sequent reference to Brazil was followed without <iueation 
down to Do Candolle's Prodmmus "; and the present author, 
in the work almvo mentioned, doubted the Canadian as well 
as the Brazilian origin. It now appears that Schlechtendal 
(in Botanische Ziutung, 1868) was the flret to recover a part 
of tho documentary history. Our own article on tho subject 
— to which there is nothing of importance to add — was con¬ 
tributed to this Journal for May, 1877.^ Singularly, it hm 

^ In it reference was made to ksearbot’s mention ©f roots ** grotses 
comm# naveaux . . . ajans un goftfc nstirant anx cardas/* etc., and cited 
hk Hkteir© d« k Nonv. Franca,” in the edition of 1612 (p. 8^). In a inb- 
seqaent edifiwi (1618), cited by M. Pc Caadolk, Lesdubot adds that be 
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remained unknown to De Candolle, although it is referred to 
at the close of Decaisne’s independent and exhaustive article, 
in the “ Flore des Serres,” 1881. 

It can now be said that the wild plant to which HeliantJius 
tuberosum has been traced is not SC. doronicoides^ Lam., 
although it was confounded with that species in Torrey and 
Gray’s “ Flora.” Lamarck’s j)lant is a sessile-leaved species, 
Decaisne’s remark that SC. tuherosuB is the only species of 
the genus which is at all tuberiferous may be qualified. A 
form of what appears to be SC. giganteus^ but is not yet very 
well known, grows in Minnesota and the Saskatchewan region, 
has been mentioned by Douglas under the name of Indian 
Potato ” of the Assiniboine tribe, by Bourgeau as II. suh- 
tuberosus^'' in herb. Kew, and by Dr. C. C. Parry in Owen’s 
Minnesota Report, page 614, under the name of II. tuheroms. 
The scanty tubers which we have seen in dried specimens do 
not compare well with those of IL tuberosics ; and that species 
has never been found wild so far north (that we know of), 
not even in the most southern parts of Canada West. The 
aborigines who cultivated it must have obtained it from the 
valleys of the Ohio and Mississippi and their tributaries, 
where it abounds. 

had brought these roots into France, where they began to be sold under the 
name of Topinamboux, and that their Indian name was Chiquebi. On this 
last point, Lescarbot was wrong. Chiquebi was an eastern Algonkin name 
for the tubers of A-pios tuberosa, the common “groundnuts,’^ — not for 
those of Helianthus tuberosus. It is easy to see how Lescarbot was misled. 
Father Biard’s ‘‘ Relation de la Nouv. France ’’ was printed in 1616, and 
in it (chap. 22) there is mention of certain “ racines, appellees en Sauvage 
Chiquebi,” which grow spontaneously under oaks : ** elles sent comme des 
truffes, mais meilleures, et croissent sous terre erifiUes Vune a Vautre en 
forme de chapelety^ etc. Lescarbot doubtless caught the name from Biard, 
and misapplied it. Father Paul Le Jeune (Relation, 1634, chap. 7) men¬ 
tions these ground-nuts, “ une racine que nos Fran 9 ois appellent des chape- 
lets^ pource qu’elle est distingude par ncBuds en forme de grains.” Les¬ 
carbot's “ Topinamboux ” indicates a popular belief, in France, in the 
Brazilian origin of H. tuberosus. The Tupinamba Indians of Brazil — a 
division of the Tupi-G-uarani family — had been allies of the French in 
the sixteenth century, and their name was probably well known in France 
through the relations of J. de Lery and other voyagers. Lescarbot 
(Histoire de la Nouvelle France, 1612, p. 178) follows Lery in writing 
the name “ Tououpinambaoult.” — H. T, 
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lleHcmthtH annmi.% L. — the history of which was almost 
equally confused, and which we had identilied with a wide¬ 
spread speeieH of the western United States— is omitted by 
De Candolh*, yet might claim a place: for Decaisne, wIh) has 
treated it at length in the })ai>er above cited, informs us that 
a form of it (called ‘‘RuBsian Sunflower’') is cultivated in 
Russia for the oil of its largo seeds, and, if we mistake not, for 
fatt(‘ning potdtry. Our Indians also cultivated it for the oil 
of the seeds, which they used for greasing their hair, also for 
eating and other purposes. C'hamphiin noUnl this (in IGIO?), 
and Sagard about a dozen years later) "rhe latkn* says (His- 
toire du Canada, 1736, page 785) : Ils font estat <Iu tinirne- 
sol, (pi’ils sement en quantiU\ en plnsieurs endroits u cause tie 
rhuylo qu’ils tirentdo la graine,” etc., piously adding: *‘Mais 
comment est-eeque co jKniplo sauvage a pu trouver Tinvention 
de tirer d’une huylo que nous ignorons, Him>n k Tayde de la 
divine Providence.” The wild original t>f this Sunflower must 

^ Champlain’s earlier record of the cultivation luul use of the Simfbwer 
is essentially like that of Sagard, and iMitli relate t«» the same stations, 
namely, tin* Huroii towns near the southeastern |Munt tif (Jeorgian Hay. 
This Champlain reaehed by way<»f the Ottawa (H. <les Prairies) and I^ake 
Nipksing. The lamented Deeaisne has here intrmlueed some eonfttsion 
into the history, which wo hasten tt> ri'elify. In his artiele in the ** Flore 
dcs Serrcs^’ (xxiii, p. lOH, p. 2 of the pamphlet), he says, **Je trouve 
dans (‘hamphiin rohservution suivaiite (Voyngt^ Nouv. France, x^iinprew. 
1830, Unn.l p. 310) ; 

** Kn r(»montant le Ht, Laurent et avant Fnrriver an I#aa Ontario, Je 
visitai cmt| des principaux villages fermi^s tie palisades de Inns, jttiqu’k 
Cahiagud,” etc., anti so on to the mention t»f tlie ** grande qtiantitd do bled 
rimlo (Mais) tpu y vient trds Iniau, comme aussi des citrcnulles, Herlie des 
ioknl, dont ik ftmt de Phuile, de la graine de laquelle ik so frottent la 
to fee,’* 

This, the latitndo of 44.5(>® being stated, would refer Cabiagud and the 
Simfiowor eultivaikm to the noighborhoml (»f Ogdeasburgh and Frostiott, 
far away from the actual place (the Indian town mentioned being the 
Huron name of the mission station of San Jean Baptiste, in what is now 
Simcoe Co.), and it introduces a palpable aiiiudironkm, Ontario having 
bean an unknown name in Champlain’s time. In fact, there k nothing 
answering to the early part of this pretended <|uotation, either in the orig* 
Inal of Champlain or in the edition here cited by name and page*. The 
excellent Decakne could never have tampered with the quotation himself. 
Ha must have taken it at second hand and neglected to verify it 
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have been obtained by the Canadian Indians from beyond the 
Mississippi, and some degrees farther south. Judging from 
the breadth of the flower-heads soon after its introduction into 
Europe, it must in aboriginal hands have assumed much of 
the abnormal development which distinguishes the cultivated 
Sunflower from its wild original of the western plains. 

Solanum tuheTosum.^ L. — The question of the Potato was 
fully discussed by De Candolle in 1855; and the present 
review of it only confirms the now generally admitted conclu¬ 
sions. These are summed up in the statements, that the plant 
is spontaneous in Chili under a form quite identical with the 
cultivated species, that its aboriginal cultivation had extended 
as far north as New Granada, but apparently no farther; that 
allied tuberiferous species, which our author regards as dis¬ 
tinct (though others partly doubt it) are found along the 
Andes and through Mexico, and within the borders of the 
United States ; that when known in Virginia and North Caro¬ 
lina in the second half of the sixteenth century, it was not 
derived from our Indians; and that it was carried to Europe 
first by the Spaniards between 1580 and 1585, and afterwards 
by the English. 

Batatas vulgaris., Choisy, Convolvtdus Batatas^ L., the 
Sweet Potato, is one of a few cultivated plants which have at¬ 
tained to a very wide distribution over the warmer parts of the 
world in early times; and it is one which no botanist pre¬ 
tends to have seen in a truly wild state. The evidence inclines 
to an American origin; but it had reached the Pacific islands 
in prehistoric times, and was cultivated in China in the second 
or third century of our era. De Candolle states that — 

Clusius, one of the first to speak of the Batatas, says that 
he had eaten it in the south of Spain, where it was said to 
have come from the New World. He indicates the names of 
‘ Batatas,’ ‘ Amotes,’ ‘ Ajes.’ ” 

The testimony of Clusius (L’Ecluse) to the American origin 
of the Sweet Potato, though not of the highest value, might 
be more strongly stated. He visited Spain and Portugal in 
1566. The first edition of his “ Historia Bariorum Stirpium ’’ 
was printed in 1676, and contains the description of Batatas, 


318 REVIEWS. 

which M. De Candolle cites from the edition of IGOl. He 
gives a figure of the plant, of which, he says, he had observed 
three varieties growing in the south of Spain, lie states 
their American origin, not as a iloubiful matter or with a 
‘‘Ton pretendait,’’ but as a well-e8t4ibliHhed fact: ^"Spontb 
naseitur in novo orbe, vicinisque insulis, unde priinum in His- 
paniam delata est.” Now,” he adds, it is planted in many 
plae(‘H near the (‘oast of Anilalusia; hut those grown at Mal¬ 
aga are preferred, and transporteil to ('mliz and Seville. 
We 8om<itimeB have them fresh in Ikdgium, hut tliey will not 
germinate here, the country being too etdtL” As to the name 
— he was as undecided as have been some botanists since his 
time: the Spaniards call them ‘ lliitakis,* ami also ‘ CV 
motes ’ or ‘ Amotes ’; some also ‘ Ajes ’; yet, as they say, tliey 
differ among themselves, and the remt of liaiatas may be 
much the sweeter and the more tender.” 

This confusion of names dates from the time of Columbus, 
for Clusius was not, by half a century, the first to sjieak of 
the Batata. (It may bo worth noting, in parenthesis, that 
Batatas, the scientifie name adopted by Liimanisjr and as the 
name of a gemus by ('hoisy, is tlie Spanish plural of Batata, 
the aboriginal name.) Even Peter Martyr and Ovietlo do 
not agree in all particulars as to the distinction between 
“Ajes” and “ Batatas” — a distinction wliksh both rticognize. 
In the 9th book of his 2d Decade, written about 1514, Peter 
Martyr (ed. 1574, p. 191), describing tlie friuts, et<!., of the 
province of Uraba, Darien, names, for the fiwt time, liatato. 
“ They dig from the earth,” lie says, “ rm>ts that grow spon¬ 
taneously (^mmptn natura naacmteH ); the natives call them 
‘Batatas^ [accus. plural], whudi when I saw I thought to be 
rapes of Lombardy [? ‘ Insubn's najKis'] or great aarih-tubars 
[Qyclamm J^uropetmm ? Itapum terrm and TnImt (errm of the 
old botanists]. In whatever way they are cooked, roasted or 
boiled, they yield in delicate sweetness ^ to no confectionery 
or other eatable whatsoever,” Tliey are, he adds, “ also 
planted and cultivated in gardens.” In liis 8d Decade (lib. 

^ The sweet potato was an inspiration to Peter Martyr, who rarely in¬ 
dulged himself in such a Eight as ** dulcorata mollities,*' 
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4, p. 240) he mentions ‘‘ Maize, Yucca, Ages, and Battatse ” 
as plants that grew in Honduras when Columbus landed on 
that coast in 1502 ; and in the same Decade (lib. 6, p. 261) 
he names the same four plants as the ordinary food of the 
people of Caramaira (east of Darien) ‘‘ as of the others,” and 
again takes occasion to name the battatas, as surpassing all 
else ‘‘ mira quadam dulci mollitie — especially if one falls on 
the better sort (nobiliorcs) of them.” 

Oviedo gives a good description of the Batata, which, when 
he wrote (1526-35), was commonly cultivated by the Indians 
in Hispaniola and elsewhere, and highly prized (Ilistoria, lib. 
vii. c. 4). It resembles the Ajes,” he says, in appearance, 
but tastes better and is far more delicate. The leaf is more 
notched (Jiarpadci) than that of the “Age,” in nearly the same 
fashion. Some varieties are better than others, and ho gives 
the names of the five kinds which are most highly esteemed. 
[Peter Martyr (dec. iii. lib. 9, p. 302) included the same five 
names among the nine varieties of “ Ajes ” that ho mentioned 
as distinct; but in this, as in other matters pertaining to natural 
history, Oviedo is the better authority.] “ When the Batatas 
are ^ell cured, they have often been carried to Spain, where 
the ships happened to make a quick passage, but more often 
they are lost on the voyage. Yet,” adds Oviedo, “ I have 
carried them from this city of Saint Domingo, in Hispaniola, 
to the city of Avila, in Old Castile.” 

The “ Gentleman of Elvas ” who wrote the “ True Rela¬ 
tion ” of De Soto’s expedition to Florida, in 1588, mentions 
Batatas, then growing in the Island of Terceira (belonging to 
Portugal). 

Cie(ja de Leon, who was in Peru in 1547, speaking of the 
fei^tility of the valleys near the Pacific coast, and the plants 
cultivated by the Indians, names among these, Sweet potatoes 
(Chron. del Peru, c. 66). In the Quichuan language they 
were called “ apichu ” ; in the dialect of Quito, “ cumar.” Mr. 
Markham, in a note to his translation (Hakluyt Soc., 1864, 
p. 234) mentions, on the authority of Dr. Seemann, “ the 
curious and interesting fact that ‘ kumara ’ is also the word 
for Sweet potato in Tahiti, the Fiji Islands, and New Zea- 
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land.’^ GarcilasBO says tliese roots “ wliicli tlio Spaniards call 
^batatas' aiul tlic Indians of Peru ‘apieliu,’ ’’ are of four or 
five different (tolors, etc. The least good are those that have 
been brought from Sjniind' 

Jean Do Lery found them in Brazil in 1557^ and described 
them under their Tupi name — Hetiehd' as he wrote it — of 
which “ the soil of Brazil is as prolific as that of Linunisin or 
Savoy is of rapes,’' He deserib(‘H the Iinliau uu‘thod <ff plant¬ 
ing ; yet, sincti these roots aro the principal article of food 
of this country, and are met with by travelers in various 
places, I judge that they grow spontaneously ” (Hist, Navig, 
in Brazil, p. 1(55). Montoya (Tesoro, IfifiU) gives the Tupi- 
Guarani name, and tneniions numerotis varii^tiesd 

Monardes, in the third part of his ‘‘SimpL Me<Hc. ex Novo 
Orbe,” published in 1574 (translated by (’lusius, ed. 151)3, 
p. 439), states that Battata^ “aro now so eommon in Spain, 
that ten or twelve caravel loads are sent annually from Vclez- 
Malaga to Seville.'’ 

Do Candolle (who haselsowhero printed asht^rt article upon 
the Hubje(*t) calls attention to the fact, which ought to lie fa¬ 
miliar, that sweet potatoes are roots, not tubers, and that 
Turpin long ago published good figures illttHtraiing this; also 
that while these roots are fret^ from m*rid <»r noxious <juiditie8, 
all the V()nr(^lrul(ur(v with tubers, of which there are many, 
and not a few of large size, are inedible and aerid, — mostly, 
as we know, violently purgative. 

ManUiot Mani(K% Cassava-plant. — Do Candolle 

assigns good nuisons for concluding (as did Robert Brown, 
without giving his reasons) that this important fcKKl-plant of 
the tropics is Ameri(!an, not African. But ho leavcB un¬ 
noticed the convincing fact that “Manioc” and “Manihot” 
are Brazilian names, slightly corruptetl, of a plant cultivated 
in St. Domingo and Cuba before the landing of Columbus, 
and wliieh became known to Spanish and Portuguese discov¬ 
erers before 1500, by its Ilaytian name, “yuca,” or “hiucea.” 

^ Hans Stacie, wlm was a captive in enstc'rii Brazil in 1540, briefly 
mentions these roots callad of pleasant taste. (Captivity, 

Hakl. Soe. ed. p. 166.) 
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Peter Martyr (1493) describing the food of the islanders, 
names “lucca, from which they make bread ” (Dec. i. lib. 1, 
p. 7; ed. 1574) ; in the third book of his second decade 
(p. 148) he mentions lucca, Ajes, and Maiz, as the three 
plants nsed by the natives for bread; in the third decade 
(lib. 5, p. 262) he describes the mode of the propagation by 
cuttings, of cultivation, and of the preparation of Cazabbi ” 
from the root; and he states that “ there are many kinds of 
^ iucca ’ ” (p. 263). Oviedo (Historia, lib. 7, c. 2) describes 

the bread of the Indians that is called ‘ ca^abi,’ ” which 
is “ made from a plant they call ‘ yuca,’ ’’ and he distinguishes 
two species of the plant. Acosta (Hist, of the Indies, transl. 
by E. G.; Hakluyt Soc. ed., p. 232, 1588-90) gave a good 
account of the plant “yuca,” and the kind of bread made 
from it, called “ ca^avi.” 

Peter Martyr (Dec. iii. lib. 9, p. 301) relates the Haytian 
tradition of the origin of the cultivation of “ jmca ” in their 
island. “ They say that a ‘ Boitius ’ p. e., magus, or diviner], 
a wise old man, after the lapse of many years, saw, on the 
banks of a river, a plant that was like a cane; pulling it from 
the earth, he made this wild plant a cultivated one. He who 
first ate the ‘ Iucca ’ raw, quickly died. But because its taste 
was sweet, they determined that a way of using it should be 
diligently sought for. When roasted or boiled, it was less 
hurtful. At last they came to the knowledge of the latent 
poison in its juice,” etc. 

Gomara (Hist, gen., c. 71), Acosta (Hist. nat. y moral de 
las Indias, 1588-90; lib. 4, c. 17), Monardes (De Simplici- 
bus medic., transl. by L’Ecluse, 1593, p. 437), and other 
writers of the 16th century gave good descriptions of the 
plant ‘‘ Yuca,” and of the ca^avi ” or cazabi ” prepared 
from the root. By the blunder of European editors, in the 
last half of the 16th century, the Haytian name was trans¬ 
ferred from the plant to which it belonged to one of another 
order, the Yucca of Linnaeus and of modern botany. The 
mistake was pointed out by Lobel. 

Jean de Lery (Hist. Navig. in Brasil, c. 9) describes the 
two species that were cultivated in Brazil in 1557 — under 
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their Tupi names, Aypi ” [Jf- ayy^iPohl] ami ‘‘Maniot"’ 
[ilf. vtilisdma]. Marcgrav (Hist plant Bran., p. 05) men- 
tions many varietie.s of bofcli gpecies, ami given Mamliocja ’’ 
an the name of the root; "" Mandiiba or "" Maniiba ” for the 
pliint. Of the prod nets of the root, CaHsava retainn its Hay- 
tian name cavavi") nearly ; Tapioca is a corruption of the 
Brazilian (Tupi) tipioca or tipiocui.'* 

Dioseorca alatn^ etc* Yam. — DeC^'andolle informs 

us that these sihhuos, or their allicH, are wholly unknown to 
botanists in a wild state; that, although cnltivatiHl in tlio 
East Indies, they have no Sansc^rit names ; that they seem not 
to have been widely cultivated in Africa, hut that the authors 
of the 17th and IBth centuries ai^eak of tliom as widely dif¬ 
fused over the south Pacilic islands, from Tahiti to Kt^w Cale¬ 
donia and the Moluec^as. In the summary tliey are assigned 
to southern Asia (Malabar? Ceylon? Java?), ami to the 
eastern Asiatic arehiiKjkgo. Although a large jiiirt ol the 
genus is indigenous to tropical America, it is thought that 
the cultivated species wei^ probably introduced from the Old 
World. The following presimtation of the evidence, as con¬ 
cerns America, may set the question in a different light: — 
The natives of (kiha and St. Domingo, when Oolmnlnw dis¬ 
covered those islands, cultivated two kinds of plants for tlieir 
roots. Tlnesc were called in the language of the isknd<»r» of 
St. Domingo, Ages ” or Ajes,’’ and YueaJ' Neither of 
these plants was known to the Spanianls. About Yuca ” 
there is no question; it was tiui ManihotJ'* or Manioc,” of 
which wo have already simken. It is nearly as certain that 
the Ages ” was a species of Dioworea, to which, in thidr ig¬ 
norance of the language of the islands, the Spaniards at first 
gave the name of “ rlame,” Niame,” Inhame,” or other 
corruptions of a foreign (probably African) name ; ami this 
name seems to have l>een occasionally misapplied both to the 
Yuca” and the Iktata.” 

L’Eoluse, who ha<l traveled in the south of Spain and in 
Portugal, in 1568, says that the Coloeasia {(J. untiquomm') 
first brought from Africa, was common in many places in 
Portugal, near streams of water, that it was sought for by 
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negro slaves in Portugal, who ate it both raw and cooked,” 
and that it was “ called by the Portuguese, following the 
Moors, ‘Inhame,’—by the Andalusians, ‘Alcolcaz,’” etc. 
(Rarior Stirpium Hist., p. 299.) In a note to his transla¬ 
tion of “ Garcia ab Horto ” (1574, p. 217), he says that “ the 
plant called ‘ Inhame ’ by the Portuguese has very broad 
leaves, and grows near the water, or in water, — not spon¬ 
taneously, but when once planted it propagates itself from the 
roots,” etc. 

Some of the companions of Columbus had seen the “ In¬ 
hame ” (or “ Name ”) in Africa, and were ready to transfer 
its name to the first cultivated roots they saw in America. A 
few days after the discovery of Cuba (Nov. 4, 1492), Colum¬ 
bus saw fertile fields full of ‘ Mames ’ these are ‘ Ajes ’ or 
‘ batatas,’ ” notes Las Casas], which are like carrots Q Zana- 
horias ’), and other plants, including Kidney beans and Beans 
(faxones y fabas) much unlike ours.” (Navarrete, Colec., 
i, 200.) These “mames” are mentioned again Nov. 6 (id., 
203) —in both places, probably by an error of the copyist, 
for ‘‘niames”; for, the next month, some natives of His¬ 
paniola brought “bread of ‘niames,’ which are roots that 
grow as large as rapes (‘ rabanos ’), which they plant and 
cultivate in all their fields, and on which they live; and they 
make bread of them, boil them, and roast them; and they 
have the taste of chestnuts, and no one eating them would be¬ 
lieve they were not chestnuts ” (id., 238). A few days later, 
the Spaniards learned the names of these roots — or of others 
with which they were at first confounded. The Admiral sent 
a present to a friendly cacique. The officer who carried it 
reported, on his return, that “ all this island ( St. Domingo) 
and Tortuga are cultivated like the country about Cordova. 
The lands are planted with ‘ Ajes ’ —which are little shoots 
(ramillos) that are planted, and at the bottom of each grow 
roots like ^ zanahorias ’ which they use for bread,” and these 
roots “ are very savory, and taste like chestnuts.” They have 
them here larger and better than he had seen in any place ; 
for, he said, he had “ [seen] such also in Guinea ” (id., p. 
242). Again, the natives “brought bread made of ‘niames,’ 
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which they call' Ajes ’ (id., 251) ; and, Dee. 2G, tliey ^ve 

the Admiral a collation, of two or three kinds of ^ Ajes,’ 
and of their bread that they cjill ‘ cazavi,’ ” etc. (id., 203). 
After this the name of “ niatnes ” gives place to ajes ” (or 

ages ”). On the second voyage of Columbus, the natives, 
near Isabella (in St. Domingo), brought great C|uantitie8 of 
“ ages which are like rapes (nabos) very exetdlent eating,” 
and “ this age, the natives of Caribi (the Caribbean Islands) 
call nabi, and the Indians [of Hispaniola?] hage ” (id., 308, 
3G9). 

In two or three of the pitssages to which x^efercnce has Iieen 
made — particularly those in which br<‘iul is Uicntioncd — the 
Spaniards seem to have confounded the ages ” with tlic pro¬ 
duct of the “yuca” (Manihot), or to have included lK>th under 
the general name of niame ” (or its ccjuivalcntB, Name, 
Igname,” etc.) Amerigo Vespucci— or some one of the sev¬ 
eral translators through whom the ndation of his first voyage 
comes to us — says, that in 1497, “the common ftMal of the 
nativc^s of Paria was the root of a certain tree (arl>orea radix 
quaHlam)? whl(di they reduce to a good enough flour, and that 
some call this root ‘ lucha,’ others Khunbi,’ but othesrs 
‘Ignami’” (Navarrote, Colec., iii. 216).^ 

This confusion of names, in the first decatlo of discovery in 
Americii, was natural and unavoidable. The fonugn name, 
“ niame, igname,” wjih applied without much discrimination to 
roots cultivated by the natives of the islands and the mainland 
—primarily, to “ajes,” occasionally to “yuca” (Manihot), 
and perhaps to “batatas.” In the relations of the voyages of 
Columbus only two cultivated roots are named — “ Ages ” and 
“ Yuca.” The first book of Peter Martyr’s first decade (dated 
1498, but probably revised Iwfore its publication in 1611) 
names only these two; and in the third book of his second 
decade he mentions the use of the same two roots by the natives 

^ It is to this passage that Humlmldt refers, in ** Nouv, Esp.,” 2d ed., 
xi. 46S (cited by M. D© Candolle, p. 63), as evidence that the mme 
“ Igname ** was heard on the continent of America by Vespucci in 1497 ; 
but, as will be seen, Vespucci (or his copyist) does not say that this name 
was used by the natives. 
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of Comagra, in Darien (p. 148) ,• but in a subsequent chapter 
(dec. ii. c. 9., p. 191) lie adds — as has been mentioned in a 
preceding note — a third kind of roots, which the natives of the 
province of Darien call Batatas,” that grow in their coun¬ 
try spontaneously. From this date to the middle of the 16th 
century the distinction between these roots, though occasion¬ 
ally lost sight of, is generally observed. Oviedo (Historia, 
1. vii. cc. 2, 8, 4, pp. 268-73) describes the ‘^ca^abi” and two 
species of the plant yuca ”) that yields it; “ ajes ” ; and 
‘‘batatas.” The “ajes,” he says, were cultivated in Hispan¬ 
iola and in all the other islands, and on the continent; they 
were of various colors — white, reddish, inclining to mulberry, 
and tawny, but all white within, for the most part; the stem 
of the plant extends itself like that of “ correhucla ” (Con¬ 
volvulus or Bindweed), but stouter; the leaves cover the 
ground, and are shaped much like “correhucla” and nearly 
like Ivy or panela, with some delicate veins (“unas venas 
delgadas”), and the little stems (“astilejos”), on which the 
leaves hang, arc long and slender, etc. The leaf of the 
“Batata,” he says (p. 274), is more toothed or notched (har- 
pada) than that of the “ Aje,” but of nearly the same fashion; 
and the two plants are much alike, but the “ Batatas ” are 
sweeter and more delicate, etc.: some of the “ Ajes ” weigh 
four pounds each, or more. In some parts of Castilla del Oro 
(in Darien) there are “Ajes” that are small and yellow, etc. 
(p. 273). His description of the two plants permits no rea¬ 
sonable doubt that his “ Ajes ” were of the genus Dioscorea. 
Moreover, they were not identical with — though they resem¬ 
bled— the imported “ Slame ” or “yam”: for Oviedo states 
(Historia, lib. vii. c. 19, p. 286), “that ‘name’ (called 
‘ names ’) is a foreign fruit, not natural to these Indies, which 
has been brought to Hispaniola and other places, and is suited 
to this evil race of negroes, and a profitable and good sub¬ 
sistence for them. . . . These ‘names’ seem to be ‘ajes,’ 
but are not the same, and generally are larger than ‘ ajes.’ ” 
They had already multiplied greatly in the islands and on the 
mainland. 

The distinction between “Ajes” and “Batatas,” though 
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clearly apprehended, was sometimes lost sight of. Peter 
Martyr (dec. iii. lib. 9, p. 302) says that '^Hhe species of 
^Ages’are mnumorable — the varieties being distinguished 
by their leaves and flowers; ” and he gives the Amefmm 
names of nine of the varieties; but five of these nine are 
named by Oviedo (p. 274) as varieties of Batatas.” [See 
Batatas, ante.] 

The “Gentleman of Elvas,” who wn^te tlie narrative of 
DeSofco’s expedition, mentions a fruit, at Kuntiaigo, Cuba, 
called “batata,” the Hubsiatenee of a multitude of iwople, prin¬ 
cipally Blavea, and which now (ir>38) gmws in the island 
of Terceira, belonging to Portugal. . . . “ It looks like the 
‘ynhame/ with nearly tlie taste of chestnuts*’ (Hcla<;am Ver- 
dadeira, ch. 6).^ 

Jean do Lory, who was in Bra?:!! in 1557, though he gives 
a good description of the “ Batata,” dca^s jiot mention the 
Yam; but it is figured and descrilHHl by Piso (Hist Nat. 
Brazil., 1648, p. 93), as “Inhame” of St. Thomas, called 
“ Cara ” by tbo natives of Bnizil, and “ Quiijuoaquecongo ” 
by the Congo negroes. Kuiz do Montoya has the name 
“Carft” in liis Tupi dictionary, 163t( and mentions five vari¬ 
eties, As the Tupi name for th<5 Viiginia Potato {fSolatmm 
tuherosum)y “ Carati ” (/. c., white Yam), is formed from that 
of the “ Inhame,” it would seem that the latter was of earlier 
introduction. So, in the Mpongwo — a language of the Congo 
group — the Potato is called “mongotanga,” “white-man’s 
yam.” 

Portulaca ohracca^ Ihtrslain. — Botanists have taken it 
for granted that this weed of gardens and other cultivated 
grounds was transported to America from the Old World. 
But Nuttall found it apparently indigenous on the «pi)6r Mis¬ 
souri forty years ago, and Dr. James in I^cmg’s Expedition, 
along the eastern base of the Itocky Mountains in what is now 
the State of Colorado. Prom thence to Texas it grows wild 

^ In one Indkn langtmjre of the south, the Choctaw, the Sweet Potato 
is now called ** ahe ” ; while the Virginia Potato (5. ttihemmm) takes the 
adopted prefix of ** Irish,” ** Ilish ahe,” or is sometimes called ^ ahe lambo,” 
** round ahe.” 
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along with two other nearly related species. Moreover, the 
following evidence tends to show that its introduction, if in¬ 
troduced by human agency, took place before the landing of 
Columbus. 

On their first sight of the New World, the Spaniards were 
muchi impressed by the strangeness of all forms of animal and 
vegetable life: ‘‘ all the trees are as unlike ours, as day is to 
night” — wrote Columbus, Oct. 17th, 1492, six days after 
landing at San Salvador: and so are the fruits, and so the 
plants, and the stones, and all things” (Navarrete, i. 183). 
On the 28th, on the north shore of Cuba, he saw— apparently 
for the first time — a familiar plant: “ hallo verdolagas 
muchas y bledos,” — he found much ‘^purslane” and “ble- 
tum ” (ii, 192). It seems hardly possible that the Admiral 
and his companions could mistake a strange jfiant for a salad 
herb so well known as ‘‘verdolagas” to Spanish eyes and 
palates. Again, Oviedo, writing about 1526, in a list of 
“ plants in the island of Hispaniola which are like those of 
Spain, and which were before the Christians came to these 
parts, and are natives of this land, and were not brought from 
Spain,” mentions “ verdolagas or pertulaca,” and “ bledos or 
bletum” (Blitum). 

In his description of “ perebene^uc,” written in 1525, he 
says that plant grew in great abundance in Saint Domingo 
and in many places on the continent, in the woods and fields; 
even purslane (‘ verdolagas ’) is not more abundant here 
(id., lib. xi. c. 6, p. 378). 

Jean de Lery, in Brazil in 1557, was as much impressed 
by the novelty of the flora as Columbus had been in the 
West Indies. “I declare,” he wrote (Hist. Navig. Brazil., 
168), “as far as it was permitted me to discover in wander¬ 
ings through the woods and fields, that there are no trees or 
plants, or any fruits, that are not unlike ours, these three 
excepted, portulaca, ocymum, and filex” (in the original 
French edition, 1578, p. 217, “pourpier, basilic, et fougiere”). 

Capt. John Smith, in Virginia in 1606, found “ many herbes 
in the spring, commonly dispersed throughout the woods, good 
for broths and sallets, as Violets, Purslain, Sorrell, etc.; be- 
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skies many we used whose names we know not ” (Smith’s 
Gen. History, 11532, p. 20; and repeated by Straeliey, 
Travaile into Virj^inia, p. 120). Smith’s purshun was 
probably JS'vdum ter/iatum. 

Sagard-Theodat, in the relation of his Grand Voyage du 
Pays des Ilurons,” in 1024 (p. 331), says that the Hurons 
make little use of herbs, ‘‘•although the pourpier or |K>urce- 
laiTie is very common there, and grows spontaneonsly in their 
fields of corn and pumpkins.” 

W. Wood, who was in New England from 1(529 to 1C33, 
names “ l^urselane ” among plants growing “ in the woods, 
without either the art t>r the ludp of man” (N. K. Prosi>ect, 
pt. 1, c. 6). We doubt its growing literally in the woods, as 
unlike its natural habit, niul place nu^ro coiifidenee in the 
statement of Champlain, who, in his earlier voyages, 1(504-11, 
found plenty of excellent “ pourpitT,” for his salads, on the 
coast of New England, growing among the Indian (k)rn ; the 
savages making no more account of it than if it were a nox¬ 
ious weed” (Voyages, cd. 1C32, p. 80), 

Jlwmdus ZnpiduH^ Hops.— Although the matter has noth¬ 
ing to do with the introduction of Hops into cultivation, it is 
noticeable that Do (’umlolle assigns the home of the plant 
only to Europe and western Asia. It is undoubtiHlly indige¬ 
nous to North America also, and is mentioned as such in the 
American works. In Gray’s “ Manual,” besides the printing 
of the name in the type appropriate to indigtmous spc^cies, the 
plant is expressly stated to be “ clearly indigenous.” But, 
through some oversight, in the “Prodromus” (xvi, 29), it is 
stated, in connection with this very reference, that the plant 
was intrcKluced. 

Oca. — Considering that “ Mat6 ” and ‘‘ Cmm ” find place 
in this volume, although perhaps rather employed than culti¬ 
vated (at least the former), the absence of Oca ( OxaliB tuh^ 
osa and 0. crenata') is noticeable. This esculent root deserves 
mention, if only for the antiquity of its culture in Peru. The 
name, which is Quichuan, appears to have belonged, specially, 
to Oxedis tuherosa. Another root “ like the oca in shape, but 
not in taste,” called in Quichua “ aiius,” was less esteemed. 
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Both were cultivated in Peru in the time of the Incas, and in 
the districts where no Maize grew, the crop of these tubers 
was of much importance (Garcillaso, Comment., b. v. c. 1; 
b. viii. e. 10). J. de Acosta, 1588-90, says ‘‘there are an 
infinite number ’’ of roots used for food in the Indies, “ but 
the Papas (Potatoes) and Ocas be the chief for nourishment 
and substance ” (Nat. and Moral Hist, of the Indies, lib. 
iv. c. 18). 

Our notes upon plants cultivated for their herbage, tubers, 
roots, etc,, have run to such a length that the remainder, con¬ 
cerning some plants cultivated for their fruits and seeds, must 
be left for another article. 


PART II. 

TnE fourth chapter relates to plants cultivated for their 
fruits; the fifth, to those cultivated for their seeds. Our 
present annotations concern a few species or forms of Cucur- 
hitaeect?^ the history of which has been involved in some ob¬ 
scurity and confusion. 

A word, in passing, upon the Peach, upon the history of 
which this volume throws some new light. De Candolle had 
formerly suggested China as its home, and he has brought 
together additional evidence in favor of that view. Pie 
shows bow this conclusion goes against an old idea that the 
Peach is a derivative of the Almond, which is indigenous to 
western Asia, and was unknown to the Chinese anterior to the 
Christian era, while they had peaches of various sorts long 
before. Upon Pyrus there is a note relating to botanical 
orthography, p. 183, which we append, as it has an applica¬ 
tion to a few other words.^ 

1 ** L^Orthographe Pyrus, adopts par Linn^, se trouve dans Pline, 
‘Historia/ ed. 1631, p. 301. Quelques botanistes ont voulu raffiner en 
^crivant Pirus, et il en result, pour une reckerclie dans un livre moderne, 
il faut consulter Tindex dans deux endroits, ou risquer de croire que les 
Poiriers ne sont pas dans Fouvrage. En tons cas le nom des anciens est 
un nom vulgaire, mais le nom vraiment botanique est celui de Limi^, 
fondatetir de la nomenclature adoptde, et Linn^ a ecrit Pyrus.” 

Pears and apples were prebistoric in Europe, both wild and cultivated. 


330 




Lagenaria vidgaris. Bottle (iourd. — Altlion*;li doubtless 
an Old-World plant (De Candolle attributes it to India, Mo¬ 
lucca, Abyssinia), yet it is not quite certain that it bad not 
veacbed the New World before Columbus. At least the 
following notes may be put upon record. 

M. Do Candolle mentions the case of the name gourd for 
pumpkin potirou by English writers, as an example 
of the confusion of popular names and tlu* greater precision 
of scientific names.” Such confusion beiH>nies more |>erplex- 
ing when we have to deal witli popular names of the 15ih and 
16th centuries. Parkiimon — a g«)od observer and a nmpect- 
able botanist“C(»mplaim‘d, in 1640, of '"our modern writers 
who confound Ikqs), Melopepo, and i'ucurbita so promiscu¬ 
ously that it is not possible to find out the dlHtin<‘t et»rtainty 
of them all; for some make that Pepo that tethers call Melo¬ 
pepo, and others, Cueurbita.” (Theater of Plants, p, 770.) 
Scientific names of the 16th century are as olmtdete as pop¬ 
ular names of the same i>eriod. They do not help us to dis¬ 
tinguish Lagenaria from Cueurbita, or Pepo from Melopepo ; 
or Citrouille from C’itrullus. Early voyagers to America 
wrote cueurbita, cjilabatgi, courge, or zucca, as a name for 
any gourd or pumpkin, and otjeasionally fi>r a calabash which 
was not even a cmcurbit. The relation of tho first voyage 
of Columbus nq)oatodly mentions tho "" calubascas ” used by 
the natives of St. Domingo and otlier islamlH for carrying 
water (Navarrete, Collee,, i. 180, 188, and Dec. 3, 1492). 
Columbus saw, near tho east end of Cuba, fields plantml with 

calabazas” and otlier prmluctions of tho country (id., p. 226). 
Yet wo know from Peter Martyr that some of the gourds 
("* cueurbita! ”) used in tlio islands grow on eucurbiteas 
arbores” as tall as elms (Dee. i. lib. 3, and iii. lib. 4; pp. 
38, 240). This tree, Crenrentia Otijeie^ is described by 
Oviedo (Historia, lib. viii. c. 4) under its Haytian name, 
“ Higuero ” ; in Nicaragua it was called "" (luw^al ” ; and in 
Brazil, “ Cuiete ” ^ (Maregrav, Hist. Nat. Brasil., 128). J. de 

^ Not ** Cttjota — unless j Ims the German sound. The Tupi name is 
formed from oil Lerj) the shell ’’ or hard rind of a nut or fruit 

(and the bowl or calahash made from It) and €ti ** good, proeious/^ 
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Lery (Hist. Navig. in Brasil., 154) describes tbe tree under 
the Brazilian name o£ Choyne ”; but elsewhere (p. 246) 
he says “the natives have Cucurbitce (courges) and other 
kinds of fruits,” from which “ they make their bowls, called 
‘ coui,’ and other vessels.” 

It is certain that “ calaba^as,” which were not arboreal, 
but genuine cucurbits, were abundant — and were believed to 
grow spontaneously—in the islands and on the main land, 
before 1626. Oviedo (Ilistoria, lib. vii. c. 8) observes that 
“ calaba^as, in the Indias, were as common as in Spain, and 
of the same kinds (do las mismas), long and round, or banded 
((;eiiidas), and of all the shapes they usually have [in Spain].” 
They were much used “ in all parts of these Indian, both the 
Islands and the Main,” and “ are one of the common things 
that the Indians cultivate in their gardens.” They were not 
cultivated for food — “ for thcjy do not cat them ” — but for 
carrying water; “ and they have other calabaeas that are 
in all respects like the aforesaid, except that they are bitter 
to the taste; and there are many of those that grow of them¬ 
selves without cultivation.” ^ The same author (lib. xi., e. 1), 
in a list of plants introduced from Spain, names Melons and 
Cucumbers (pepinoa), but not Gourds. 

The relation of the voyage of Amerigo Vespucci, 1489, in 
a description of the Indians of Trinidad and the coast of 
Paria, says that “each carried, hanging at his neck, two 
small dried gourds one containing the plant 

that they were accustomed to chew, the other, a certain 
whitish flour,” etc., and that each woman carried a “ cucur- 
bita” of water (Navarrete, iii. 262, 264). 

The “Cucurbita lagense forma,” which Maregrav found 
in Brazil, 1637-8 (Hist. Nat. Brasilise, 44), though “very 
probably Lagenaria ^vlgairu^'* yet, as M. De Candolle ob¬ 
serves, “ does not prove that the species was in that country 
before the voyage of Amerigo Vespucci in 1604; ” but we 

^ M. Do Candolle, p. 198, citing tins passage from Kamusio’s Itolian 
translation of Oviedo’s ** Historia,” has zucche ” for “ calal)a(^as ” of the 
Spanish original, and takes no notice of what is said of their spontaneous 
growth. 
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know from Lory, above cited, that the nativt‘s of Brazil used 
Cticurhita\ for bowls and drinking-vcsHelH, at least as early 
as 1557, Moreover, the richness of the Tiipi vocabulary in 
gourd-names stiggests — if it does not almohitely prove — that 
several varieties of Lagenaria were known to the Brazilians 
long before the visit of Piso and Maregruv. The Tesoro de 
la Lengua Guarani (o of Father Kuiz de Montoya 

was first printed in 1089, It gives for gourd (‘‘ealabac;o’’), 
the Tupi gemmil name, ‘Ma'’ [which is a compound of 
i o water/’ and yu or a fruit *’j, and for tlu* varieties — among 
others — it names ItKft ‘‘round gourd hiyuruml “narrow- 
mouthed gourd ” ; latT, “ long-n(»eked gouril **; Vtub/i “ wido- 
mouthed gourd ”; 'laquatia “ painted genu’d ' ? Viempt “ g|>oon 
gourd ” (ustxl for making spoons) ; tuapr “ Hinall gourd, used 
for drinking”; Mqttd “great gourd”; Unn “gourd like a 
great dish ” or 1 k>w 1, etc*: not including the derivatives of eutj 
or the edible “ calaba<;as ” — to be mentioned hereafter. 

“Acosta, too,” says M. De Gaiulolle, “speaks of Cale- 
bassos which the Peruvians usetl for cups or vases, but the 
Spanish edition of his book is of 159!, more than a hundred 
years after the eomiuest.” (?) Acosta says more than tine. 
After mention of the “(’alebasseH or Indian I^ompions . . . 
especially those which are proper to the country” [Peru], he 
adds : “ There are a thousand kimls of C’alebasses ; some are 
so deformed in their bigness that of the rind cut in the midst 
and cleansed, they make, as it were, baskets to put in all their 
meat for their dinner. Of tlic lesser, they make vessels to 
eat and drink in,” eten (Hist, nat y moral do ksindias; 
translation, revised by Marklmm, lib. iv., c. 19, p. 288.) 

Cucurhita marimn^ C, iVpo, C. rntmehafa. Pumpkin, 
Squash, etc. —• In the “ (K^ographie Ikitanicpio ” not one of 
the cultivated Cucurhitm is attributed to America, and a ref¬ 
erence to NuttalFa record that tlie wartcid s<|ua»h was grown 
by the Indians on the upper Missouri is the only mention of 
any aboriginal cultivation of squashes in North America. In 
the present volume there is merely a reference, in this re¬ 
spect, to Dr. Harris’s article in this Journal (xxiv., 1867), 
and to Mr. TrumbuH’s note in the “ Bulletin of the Torrey 
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Club ’’ (1876), with the comment that: Cela nous apprend 
seulement que les indigenes, un si^cle apres la decouverte 
de la Virginie, 20 a 40 ans aprds la colonisation par W. 
Raleigh, faisaient usage de certains fruit de Cucurbitacees.” 
Nevertheless Cucurhita Pepo^ upon botanical indications 
solely, is attributed to temperate North America in the gen¬ 
eral table, to a Mexican or Texan origin in the body of the 
work. This rests upon the collection by Lindheimer, in 
Texas, of a form of this species ‘‘apparently indigenous.” 
That was between thirty and forty years ago; no wild speci¬ 
men has since been received from all that region (nor from 
any other) ; and it is wellnigh certain that the species was 
commonly cultivated in all that country by the aborigines. 
If ever found truly indigenous, it will probably be farther 
south than Texas. O. mamma is now set down as from 
Guinea, on the strength of a single finding of it “ apparently 
indigenous ” on the banks of the Niger. (7. moschata (to 
which Vilmorin refers the Canada Crook-neck Squash) is in 
the list of species of completely unknown or imcertain origin. 

In this state of the case, it is certainly worth while to pre¬ 
sent the evidence — gathered with much care and pains — 
which assures us that one or two, and perhaps all three, of 
th^se species, and many varieties, were largely cultivated 
throughout America, from the tropics to Canada, before the 
voyages of Columbus. 

Allusion has already been made (under Lagenaria) to the 
difficulty of distinguishing the genera of Cucurhitacece under 
the names by which they are mentioned by voyagers and 
explorers of the first century after the discovery of America; 
and the question of species is particularly difficult. Yet we 
find abundant evidence — especially as respects North America 
— (1) that, in various parts of the country remote from each 
other, the cultivation of one or more species of Cucurbits by 
the Indians was established before those places are known to 
have been visited by Europeans; (2) that these species or 
varieties were novel to Europeans, and were regarded by bot¬ 
anists of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, as well as by 
the voyagers and first colonists, as natives or denizens of the 
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region in which they were found; and (3) that they became 
known only under American names; one of these names 
(Squash) becoming, in popular use, gonorie, and two others 
(Macock and Cushaw) surviving, as names of varieties, into 
the present century. 

To present this evidence as nearly as possible in the order 
of time, wo refer, first, to the relation of the first voyage of 
Columbus. December 8, 1492, entering a small river [the 
Rio lioma], near the eastern end of the island of Cuba, he 
found near it a populous Indian village, and saw large culti¬ 
vated fields “ planted with many things of the country, and 
caJabazas, a glorious sight (quo era gloria vella)I” See 
Navarrete, Colec., i. 225. It is not certiiin tiuit those “ cal- 
abazas” were not bottle-gourds (Lagonaria), but it is, to say 
the least, highly improbable tliat the onthuHiaBin of Columbus 
would have been so kindled by the promise of a harvest of 
little value to Europeans. 

Oviedo (Historia, 1. xi. c. 1) names among plants and seeds 
brought from Spain to Hispaniola “ mulones " and “ jHipinos " 
— of which imported varieties were already abundant in the 
island before 1585; the seed of “ cogombros ” brought from 
Castile had not succeeded so well. 

In July, 1528, Cabc^a de Vaca found near Tampa Bay, in 
Florida, “ maize, laians, and pumpkins in great [donty, and 
beginning to bo fit for gathering.” In 1585-6, when passing 
through Texas, the Indians supplied him witli prickly pears 
and, occasionally, maize; but after crossing “ a great river 
coming from the north” — probably the Rio Grande — he 
and his companions came to a region having “ fine dwellings 
of civilization, whose inhabitants lived on beans and pump¬ 
kins ” — and, when the season was not too dry for raising it, 
maize (Relacion, 1542; translatiMl by B, Smith, 1871). 

In the summer and autumn of 1539, De Soto found the 
Appalachian country, in western Florida, well supplied with 
“ maize, beans (f^soles) and pumpkins (oalabaqas); ” the 
pumpkins of Uzachil were “better and more savory than 
those of Spain; ” there were “ fields of maize, beans, and 
pumpkins,” not far from Tampa Bay, whore he first landed 
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from Cuba; at Pacaba, on the Mississippi, the northernmost 
point he reached (1541), he found again many pumpkins 
and much maize and beans ”; and, still westward, at Coligoa, 
‘‘ beans and pumpkins were in great plenty; both were larger 
and better than those of Spain; the pumpkins when roasted 
had nearly the taste of chestnuts (Oviedo, lib. xvii. cc. 24, 
28; True Relation, etc., by a Fidalgo of Elvas; translated 
by Buckingham Smith, pp. 45, 47,122, 285). Oviedo writes 
“ calaba^as,” but the author of the Portuguese Rela^am 
Verdadeira” (1557) has, in one or more of the places cited, 
“ aboboras.” 

In 1535, Jacques Cartier, the first explorer of the St. Law¬ 
rence, found among the Indians of Canada “ grand quantity 
dc gros melons, concombres and courges” (Bref Recit de la 
Navigation, etc., 1545; reimpr. Tross, 1863, ff. 24, 31). 

Sagard, whose “ Grand Voyage du Pays des Ilurons ” was 
made in 1642, makes repeated mention of the native squashes 
(‘‘cltrouillcs du pays”) which the Ilurons raised in abun¬ 
dance, and which he found veiy good, boiled or baked (pp. 85, 
105, 140, 331). In his “Histoire du Canada” (283) be 
describes the method by which the Indians hastened the ger¬ 
mination of the seeds of these citrouilles du pays,” and 
raise them with great ease.” 

Lahontan (Nouv. Voyages, 1703, ii. 61) describes the 
Citrouilles ” of (southern) Canada — ‘‘ sweet, and of a dif¬ 
ferent kind from those of Europe, where,” as several persons 
assured him, these would not grow. They are of the size 
of our melons; the flesh yellow as saffron. They usually 
bake them in the oven, but they are better roasted under the 
embers, Indian fashion,” etc. Lahontan had as little doubt as 
Sagard had, that these ‘‘ citrouilles ” (cultivated by the Indians 
of Canada from the time of Cartier, at least) were genuinely 
“ du pays.” 

As to the CucurhitacecB of Virginia, M. De Candolle admits, 
only, that the natives, a century after the discovery of Vir¬ 
ginia, twenty to forty years after the colonization by W. 
Raleigh, made use of certain fruits of Cucurhitacece ” 
(p. 201), Let us reexamine the evidence. Captains Amidas 
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and Barlow, in tlie first vessels sent by Sir Walter lialeigh to 
the New World, landed on an island in Oeracoke Inlet (now 
within North Carolina) in 1584. While the vessels remained 
there, and while they were at Itoanoke Island near by, the 
Indians entertained them kindly, and sent them, commonly 
every day, a brace of bucks, conies, etci., sometiimns melons, 
walnuts, cucumbers, pease, and divers roots’’ (J. Smith’s 
Gen. Hist. p. 3). 

What these ‘‘melons,” or some of them, were, we learn 
from later explorers and the first colonists of Virginia 
(proper). 

Captain John Smith says that the ImliauH of Virginia 
(1606-8) “plant amongst their corn Pumpions, and a fruit 
like unto a musk-melon, but less and worsts, which they call 
Macooks,” etc. (Gen. Hist. p. 29). Strsudiey, who was in 
Virginia in 1610, describes these “ macock gourds ” in nearly 
the same words (Trav, into Virginia, p. 72) ; clsowdiere, he 
says the “ maookoa is of the form of our pumpions — I must 
confess, nothing so good, — ’t is of a more waterish tote,” and 
ho mentions also the “pumpions” planted by the Indians, 
and “a kind of million” which they “sceth and put into 
their walnut-milk, and so make a kind of t(K>thHome meat” 
(p. 119). “The Indian Pumpion, the Water-melon, Musk- 
melon,” etc., are named among fruits iatr<Hlu(*ed into Biir- 
muda, by the Eiiglish, before 1023 (Smitb’s Gen. Hist 

p. iny 

^ L’Ecluao (Cluaius) heard of these Maotwks in li»01 or earlier. In 
his **Exotica” (l(K)o ; lib. iii. c, 2) he descriln's a fruit-—** Macewqwer 
Virginiansium, forte” —which had been sent him from London bjtlames 
Garet, brought from ** the province of Wingandoeaow, wliich the English 
call Virginia.” Ho conjoetnnsl that this might 1 k^ ** the fruit which the 
natives of that region call Macocqwor ” — hut his figure and description 
do not favor this identification. Tim fruit, he says, is nearly orbicular; 
four inches in diameter ; with a hard xdnd, yellowish on the outside ; many 
seeds, flat and heart-shaped (** cordis, ut vulg{» pingitur, formam reforen- 
tia”). L^Ecluse thotight it might be one of the gourds which the natives 
used for rattles, as the Brazilians used their Tarnaraca, etc. His speci¬ 
men was old and dried, the pulp blackened, the rind covered with a dark 
membrane, **perquam sparsa quiedam flbrm k jmdiculo ad summum,” 
This must have been a fruit of Crescmtla cucurbitinaf a calabash, which is 
a native not only of the West Indies, but also of southern Florida. 
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Among Johnson’s additions to Gerardo’s “ Herball,” 1636, 
there is a description of “Macock Virginiani, sive Pepo Vir- 
ginianus; the Virginian Macock or Pompion ” (pp. 919, 
921). The description is dated 1621, and signed by John 
Goodyer. The plant has great broad shrivelled yellow 
flowers, like those of the common Pompion.” The fruit, “ some¬ 
what round, not extending in length, but flat like a bowl, but 
not so big as an ordinary bowl, being seldom four inches broad 
and three inches long; of a blackish green color when it is 
ripe. The substance or eatable part, of a yellowish white 
color. . , • Seeds like the common Pompion, but smaller.” 
The “ small round Indian Pompion,” and ‘‘ the cornered In¬ 
dian Pompion ” — the latter resembling our common “ scol¬ 
loped Squash ” Pepones lat% Broad Melons or Pepons ” of 
Lyte’s Dodoens, p. 588) — are described and figured in “ John¬ 
son’s Gerarde,” p. 920. 

Beverley’s ‘‘History of Virginia,” 1705, p. 124, mentions 
the Macocks, “ a sort of Melopepones, or lesser sort of Pom¬ 
pion or Cashaw,” which he identifies with the “ Squash or 
Squonter Squash ” of New England. “ The Indian name,” he 
says, “is still retained by them.” Professor Scheie de Vere 
(of Virginia) states that it still “ survives in its anglicized 
form of Maycock” (Americanisms, 1871, p. 60). 

The “Cushaw” (“Ecushaw,” Hariot) is described by Bev¬ 
erley (Hist, of Virg., p. 124) as “ a kind of Pumpion, of a blu¬ 
ish green color, streaked with white when they are fit for use. 
They are larger than the Pompions, and have a long narrow 
neck. . . . The Cushaws and Pompions they lay by, which 
will keep several months good, after they are gathered ” 
(p. 152). Bartlett, “ Diet, of Americanisms,” notes the name 
Cushaw, “ sometimes spelled Kershaw,” as “ Western” for a 
pumpkin. Beverley’s description makes it nearly certain that 
the variety so named was the (New England) winter “ crook- 
neck” squash — which, five and twenty years ago, might have 
been seen hanging, by its necklace of flannel “ list,” in every 
New England farmer’s kitchen, from early harvest time till 
wanted for Thanksgiving or Christmas pumpkin-pies. 

The Rev. Erancis Higginson, who came to New England in 
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1629, wrote from Salem, a few weeks after bis arrival: Here 
are stores of pompions, eowcumbers, and other things of that 
nature which I know not” (N. E. Plantation, 1680); and, 
again: “Wo abound with . . • sundry sorts of fruits, as 
musk-melons, water-melons, Indian |>ompionB, Indian pease, 
beans, and many other odd fruits that 1 i*annot name” 
(Young’s Chron. of Mass., 265). William Wootl, who was 
in New England from 1629 to 1638, says of the Indians of 
Massachusetts: “ In sunuuer, when tludr eorne is spent, 

‘ laquoutorsquaBhes ’ is their best breml, a. fruit like a young 
Pumpion” (N, K, Prospect, p. 76). KogcT Williams, 1648, 
names those “ AHkattm/uaHh, their vine-apples, whtdi the 
English from them call squaslu^s, about the bignesse of apples, 
of several colors, a sweet, light, wh<d(*Home ri'freshing” 
(Key to the Language of America, 103), Again, Josselyn 
(ICSS-Tl, N, E. Karities, 67) mentions tlaw “HC{uashe8 • . . 
more truly Squontersquashes, a kind of imdon or rather gourd, 
for they oftentimes degenerate into gourds; some of these 
are green, some yellow, some longish like a gotml, otiicrs round 
like an apple, all of them pleasant food boiled and buttered, 
etc. But the best yellow scjuash, called an Apple squash, 
because like an apple, and about the bigness of a Pome-water, 
is the best kind: they are nmch eaten by the Imliaiis and the 
English.” But ho ilistinguishes these from the “ Pompions 
[of which] there be several kinds, soma projjer to the coun¬ 
try ; they are dryer than our English Pompions, and l>ctter 
tasted; you may eat them green” (p. 91). Tlie last words 
(here italicized) give a nearly literal translation of the 
Algonkin-Indian name of Cucurbits, — in the dialect of New 
England, “ asq,” plural “ asquash,” “ green things,” or (to be 
eaten) “immature.” Eliot, in his version of the Bible (1663) 
names three kinds of asquash: ask(K)t-asqua8h [ = Askut- 
asquash,R. Williams, Isquoutersquash-es of Wood, Bquonter- 
squash-es of Josselyn, ut supra], for “cucumlnirs ”; quonoo- 
asquash “gourds” [literally, “ long aajmaaA”]; and mon^ 
koot-asquash “ melons.” 

Squashes were first known to the Dutch by their Al- 
gonkin name. Van der Donck, after simkingof the pump- 
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kins of New Netherland (1642-53), adds: ** The natives have 
another species of this vegetable peculiar to theniHelveH, ealled 
by our people ^ quaasiens,’ a name derived from the iiborigiiien, 
as the plant was not known to us before our interooiiwe with 
them. It is a delightful fruit, as well to tlie eye on iMfoounI 
of its fine variety of colors, as to the mouth for its agrTOabIci 
taste. . . • It is gathered early in Biunrnor, and when it m 
planted in the middle of April, the fruit is fit for eating by 
the first of June. Tliey do not wait for it to ripen before 
making use of the fruit, but only until it luis attained a eertiiiii 
size. They gather the squasheH and innnediatidy phu?e them 
on the fire without any further trouble. . . . 'riit^ natives 
make great account of this vegetable.” (I)eH(*ripi. of N. Neth¬ 
erlands, 1656; transl. in N. Y. Hist. Soc. (’oil., 2 st*r., i. 1H6,) 

Thus far we have cited, witli one or two <*x('(‘ptionH, Amer¬ 
ican authorities. M. Do ("andollo, afUn* inentiiuiing ‘Mho 
three forms of Pepones figured by Dodoens, edition of 1557, 
to which a fourth, rotn/idus was ndchnl in tin* edi¬ 
tion of 1616,” and a figure of i^ oblonyuH., in leones,” 

641, observes, that ‘Hhe names given to these |)liinti indieate 
a foreign origin; but the authors can affirm nothing in this 
regard; the less so, because the name Indian signifies, either, 
of southern Asia or of America” (p. 204). A collation of 
the descriptions of Pepones or Cucurbitm, given by Kurojiean 
botanists of the sixteenth century, does away ■with this am¬ 
biguity. 

Tragus (Hieron. Pock), “De Stirpium Nomencdiitiirls,” 
etc., 1562, p, 830, described and figured Mclo, Pe|K>, Cueninis, 
and Citreolus; and (p. 882) named, also, CucnmtB 
tHs. In the next chapter (p, 884) lie wrote I)e thieiuiinre 
seu, ut vulgo loquuntur, Ziicco marine ” — with a figure. 
Many kinds of strange plants,” he says, ‘‘ have \mm brought 
from remote parts into Germany, in the last few jmruN 
Among others, these “ poma aestiva,” of which some are large, 
some small, some round, some oblong, some swtu^t, oIIuts 
bitter, of various colors. “Some call these ‘ (hKnimeri,* and 
assert that they are ‘Turkish (jucumeres,’ with whi<’h opinion 
I cannot agree. ... I call them 3fala a^Atira it of 
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whicli he distingnishcB four kinds, 3f. hHliea erocpu, lutea^ 
ntrlna, and iiUjnt. Commonly,’^ he says, tlu‘y are called 
Zncco marina, beeanso they first came tn ns from parts 
beyond the sea, Bomo from Syria, some from India, which the 
names ^iven them attest; for tlu‘y are commonly called Zneeo 
do Syria and Ztu'co do Peru.” 

The figure of Cun/mer mannu,% Ital. (^octnnere marino., 
etc., in the Kffigics Plantarum ” of Fncdis, 1541), is a reduced 
copy of Bock’s, and substantially agrees with that of Pepo 
Totmuhti^ in Lyto’s ‘‘Dodoens,” p. 587, whitdi was called 
also Cunimis niarlnuH; of sonns Zuero warhto; in French, 
Gonvoinhre mr/rm, Po^apom 7)irqn!nHP etc. 

Matthioli of Padua (domm. in Dioseor., ed. 1559, p. 292) 
is more explicit. There are,” ho says, ‘^various kimls of 
cucurbits foreign to Italy, which can bi% kept frtmh far into 
the winter. They say that these came into Italy from the 
West Indies, whence tliey are called by many Imlian. Their 
taste is sweetish, not so insipid as ours,” etc.; and his figure 
of Oucurhifa Indiva agrees with that of Bock's Zu(»eo mari- 
nus (or Zncco do Peru”) and with Lyte's Pvpn rotnndus. 

It is certain, then, that the botanists of tho 10th century to 
whom M. Do (Jandollc refiTS, used Indian — when applied to 
varieties of (hicurbita — in tho sense of American. In the 
17tli camtury, the cvid(‘nce is not less direct Parkinson 
(Theatrum Botanieum, 1040, pp, 7(5$), 770) figurc^s and de¬ 
scribes (1) Cuvurhita hujvnuria tho greater Bottle 

Gourd; (2) 01 htt(/a^ tho long Gourd; (8, 4) (7. vlppdfor^ 
mis & rermvosa^ and Anpuria the Simmel 

[Scallop Sejuash], and tho rugged Gourd [warted Squash, 
orbiculate depressed], and the Egyptian Citriiell or Watery 
Million; (5) Onvnrlnfu Imliva^ opnlis^ pyrifomiis^ S fere 
rotundm., Indian Gourds, oval, pear-fashioned, and almost 
round. Of these Indian Gourds he says: ‘‘There is very 
great variety of these Gourds (or Millions, as some call them, 
or Pompions, as I may call them) that came out of America 
or the West Indies, from sundiy places, Imth farther south 
among the Spanish colonies, and nearer hand, in our own of 
Vir^nia, New England, etc.” He notes the great variety 
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of size, shape, and color, “ some as great as our pompions, 
some as small as an apple, some discolored on the outside, 
green with whitish or yellowish stripes, . . . some also reddish, 
spotted, or striped, and some of a deep yellow.” 

Piso and Marcgrav (Hist. Nat. Brasil., 1648, p. 44) de¬ 
scribe and figure a plant called‘‘lurumu ” [ = Yurumu] by 
the Brazilians, and by the Portuguese, “^‘Bobora.” M. De 
Candolle, p. 201, is inclined to agree with modern botanists in 
referring this to <7. maxima; but, as he remarks, it appears 
to have been a cultivated plant. If introduced from abroad, 
the name given it by the Tupis was probably formed, by pre¬ 
fix or affix, from that of some native (or naturalized) species 
to which it had some resemblance. In Montoya’s “Tesoro,” 
1639, we find‘‘Yurud” calaba^illos silvestres,” small wild 
calabazas; but the name “Yurumu” did not yet appear. 
Almost a century before the visit of Piso and Marcgrav, Jean 
de Lery saw in Brazil (1557) “ certains citrouilles rondes, 
fort douce a manger,” called by the natives Maurongaus ” 
(Voyage, ed. 1578, j). 217). The Tupi name ‘‘moranga” 
(the first two vowels nasal) denotes a handsome fruit.” 

Lycopersicum esculentum^ Tomato. — We have only to note 
an oversight in respect to the Mexican cultivation of the Mala 
Peruviana^ as it was named by some botanists of the 16th 
century. De Candolle refers to Humboldt’s statement that 
the cultivation of this esculent was ancient in Mexico, but 
adds that there is no mention of it in the earliest work on the 
plants of that country, namely: Hernandez, ^‘Historia.” But 
Hernandez (ed. 1651, p. 295 ff.) actually has a chapter De 
Tomatl, seu planta acinosa vel Solano,” and describes several 
sorts under their Mexican names.^ 

^ I find only one writer in the 16th century who gave the Tomato a 
name indicating a Peruvian origin — namely, Anguillara, whose treatise 
‘‘De Simplieibuswas first printed in Italian, at Venice, 1561. On his 
authority the name Poma Peruviana is introduced in the synonymy by C. 
Bauhin, in his annotations on Matthioli, 1598 (p. 761), and the “Hortus 
Eystettensis ” (attributed to Besler), published in 1613, is referred to by 
the same writer (Pinax, 1771, p. 167) an authority for the names, inter alia, 
“Poma amoris fructu rubro & Mala Peruviana.” The “Hortus Eystet¬ 
tensis ” is the only authority cited for Mala Peruviana in the work to 
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Persea gratisslma^ Alligator Pear of tlie EngliHli, Y Avoeat 
of the French ; a singular corruption of a native name, as De 
Candolle remarks, which laid no more to do with an alligator 
than with a lawyer* Our author does not carry back the 
native Mexican name quite to its original, which was "" Ahua- 
calmitl’’ corrupted by the Spaniards into Aquaeate,” 

Avogade,” etc. Champlain, who saw it in Mexico in 1599 
or IGOO, calls the fruit Accoiutcs ” and Acoyates ’’; Voy. 
to the W. Indies^’ [Hakluyt Soc., 1859], p. 28. 

Oviedo described ‘Hhe wild pear-tree of tlie main land,” in 
1626. It grew “ in the province of Castilo del Ora (Panama), 
in the sierras of Capira and the country of tlnh cacitpie of 
Juanaga,” etc. In the I'cvision of his first work, in 1535, he 
adds, that he had, some years before, seen these trees culti¬ 
vated by the Indians in Nicaragua (liistoria, lib. ix. c. 22). 
It was still a tree of “ Terra firma ” — not yet introduced 
into the Islands. Clusius saw it in a garden in ViUencia— 
‘‘said to be brought from America” — thirty-five years ear¬ 
lier than the date (1601) mentioned by De ('andolle. lie 
described the Persea in the first etlition of his “Historia 
rarioruin Stirpium,” 1576 (Hb. i. c. 2), publisliad five yeara 
after his journey in Spain* 

Pamjlora. — This genus is wholly oinittcd by De Candolle ; 
unaccountably so, considering how much Oranadillas liave 
been cultivated and prized in tropicml countries. A note on 
the subject may not be out of place, as a sjvecics was culti¬ 
vated by our own Indians. 

which M. Da CaadoIIo refers — the ** Historia Htirpium,’* attributed to 
J. Bauhin, but published long after his death (in 1551), with large additions 
by his Ron-iu-Iaw Charier, ami by Cbabrasus and Graffenrtud, Guillandi- 
nus, of Padiui, in a treatise ** Do Pnpyro/^ 1572, nauuMl th« ** Tiimatle 
Amerieanoruin ” as a specitm of “ Pomum .'I mom or Salanum pomifmm ; 
and earlier, Mattliioli had desrrilM’d it (Comment, in Dioneor., ad. 1550, 
p. 537^ as a kind of Mala insana ” Mekmgena], which was 

** beginning to be imported ” into Italy, and which was ** popularly called 
Pond d*orOf that is, Mala aureaA 

Anguillara may have oonfoundod the Tomato with another of the 
American Solamcem, introduced at about the same period — the Thom 
Apple (Datura Stramonium) which Cuillandinui (1572) named Mala 
Peruviana, and the iVench called "Pomme de Peroiu”— J. H, T. 



ORIGIN OF CULTIVATED PLANTS. 


343 


As to early history and aboriginal nomenclature, Monardes 
(De Siinplicibus Medic., c. G6) says that the Granadilla was 
spontaneous in Peru, and that the fruit was highly esteemed 
by the Indians and by the Spaniards. Cie^a de Leon (Chron. 
del Peru, c. 28), about 1550, saw it growing in the valley of 
the Rio Lile, near Cali (liow in Colombia), and in the coun¬ 
try about Paste. The flower and fruit are mentioned by J. 
de Acosta (Nat. and Moral Hist, of the Indies, b. ii. c. 38) 
— ‘Hhe fruit sweet, and too sweet, in the opinion of some.” 
Lery (1557-8) does not appear to have found it in Brazil, 
but it was common there before the middle of the 17th cen¬ 
tury. Piso and Maregrav (Hist. Nat. Brasil., 1G48, pp. 70, 
106) reckon nine species or more, of which four were culti¬ 
vated— two especially for their fruits. The Tupi (Brazilian) 
name was “ Mburucuia ” (‘^ Montoya,” 1G39), which i^iso and 
Maregrav, L c., wrote Murbeuia ”; the species whiiii was 
generally cultivated for its fruit was ‘‘"Mburueuia-guacu” 
(/. f'., gr(*at JMurucuya’■). Father R. Breton (Diet. Ca- 
raibe, lG(!r)) gives “Aler^coya” as the Carib name of the 
fruit ; but this schuus to have been adopted from the Tupi — 
for in that language “■Mburucuia” denotes the fruit of a 
vine.” 

It is remarkable that the Tupi (and Carib) name went with 
the plant and its fruit to the country of the Algonkins before 
the coming of Europeans. One species QPassiJloTa incar- 
nata) was cultivated by the Indians of Virginia. They 
plant also Maraciocks, a wild fruit like a lemon, which also 
increase infinitely” (Capt. John Smith, Gen. Hist., p. 29) : 
and, again (p. 25), Smith mentions the “ fruit which the in¬ 
habitants call ‘ Maracocks ’ — pleasant, wholesome fruit ” — 
among “things which arc naturally in Virginia.” Strachey 
(Travailc into Virginia, 72, 119) describes the “fruit called 
by the natives a ^ maraeock,’ which the Indians plant,” etc. 

Although no longer planted, the fruit of the spontaneous 
plant is still eaten in the southern Atlantic States; and its 
popular name, “ May-pop,” is probably the last stage of the 
Tupi original. 

Now our Passiflora incarnata is so like P. cchdis (well 
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known in cultivation), the homti of whi<*li h in Brazil,^ that 
botanists have beeix unable clearly to tlistinij^ui.Hli Iht? two, ex¬ 
cept by the fact that ours, <lyin|j domi to the grouiul at aj)- 
proach of winter, remains herbaceotiH. It oiamrs in a ratlier 
narrow geographical x\*inge; and Dr. Masters, in his tdaborate 
Htiuly of the onhT (Trans. Linn. Sue., xxvii. 1541 • see also 
Flora Brasiliensis), says that ‘‘hiung so far separate from 
the remainder of its allies of the same suligemw, [it] may be 
conHulored as an outlier.'* Altogether we may infer that the 
fruit and the name were originally derived from the same 
South Amerieau souret^ 

Bauana. — The author con(4u<leH, as did Robert 
Brown, that Batxana and Plantain are varieties td one speeies; 
also that this 8|>ecieH is of the Old Worhl; that in all prob¬ 
ability it was not known in tlie West Imlies when ilis(»overed 
by Columbus ; but that in resixeet to the westmai sitle of South 
America there is some evidence which is not easily ruled out, 
especially the statement of (lareihtsso that tin* l^»ruviuns had 
the Banana before the conqtiest, an<l of Stt^venson ( Trav. in 
S. Amer.), who is said to liave seem in tin* iineient Peruvian 
tombs beds made of Banana h‘avi*s. This is diseretlited because 
tin* author found Ixnins iii tln^ same* b)mhs, ** et ipie la feve est 
certainement de Pancii'n iuondc.’* But if Stevenson wndo 
beans, without doubt he meant the m‘(*ds of Plniseohts, not of 
Faba. It would rather seem that tlie Banana, like the Sweet 
Potato and (Jocoa-nut, had early been transportcal «)ver the 
Pacific. 

Phai^cohtH TuhjariH.^ Kidney B<*am — Three wrecks after Im 
first landing in the New World {Columbus saw, near Nuevitas 
in Cuba, fields planted with faxones and fabiyi very differ¬ 
ent from those of Spain,” and two days afterwards, following 
the north coast of Cuba, he again found “ land well cultivated 
with these fexoes and habas mnclj unlike ouw.” Faxones'* 

* Not Mexico, although imlctHl said to have Iwcti hnmght from New 
Spiuii to the garden of the Faniesa |mlaee, in Home, as early a« 1610. 
It is described, under the name of ** Mamcot — with exmdlent plates 
showing the plant, the flower, ami the fruitby Tobias Aldinus, in 

** Earior. Pknt. Horti Faraesmui (Eomii, 1625), pp. 40-^0. 
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or “ fexoes ” were — as Navarrete notes, “ Colec.’’ i. 200, 
203 — ‘‘the same as frejoles or jiidias,” Spanisli names for 
Kidney beans, which the Portuguese call “ Feijaos.’’ Oviedo 
(1525-35) speaks of the “ fesoles, as the Spaniards call them, 
of which there are many kinds in the [West] Indias.” These 
fesoles, he says (lib. vii. c. 18), “ are called by Pliny ‘ fagi- 
voles ’: in Aragon we call them ‘ judias,’ and the seeds of 
those of Spain and of this country are properly the same.” 
The natives of Hispaniola raise these fesoles, but they are 
much more abundant on the main land, especially in New 
Spain and Nicaragua. “I have, in the province of Nagrando 
in Nicaragua, seen them gather a hundred hanegas (bushels, 
nearly) of these fesoles: and they also, in that country and 
other parts of that coast, have many other kinds of fesoles, 
besides the common sort: some have yellow seeds, others 
spotted,” etc. In another place (lib. xi. c. 1), Oviedo, men¬ 
tioning plants that had been brought from Spain to Hispan¬ 
iola and other parts of America, “ in the beginning,” names 
“ Fesoles, called in Aragon ‘ Judias,’ and in my country [Cas¬ 
tile] ^ Arvejas luengas ’: ” but “ of these, there is no need of 
bringing more seed, for in this island and on the main many 
bushels are harvested every year, and in the province of Ni¬ 
caragua they are indigenous (naturales de la misma tierra), 
and a great number of bushels are produced yearly of these 
and of other fesoles of other sorts and different colors,” etc. 

From this time (1535) onward, nearly every writer who 
mentioned plants cultivated by the Indians named, together 
or in close connection, maize, beans, and pumpkins. Eefer- 
ence to several of these writers has been made in our notes on 
CucurhitcB. Cabecja de Vaca found beans cultivated by the 
Indians of Florida in 1528, and again near the western limit 
of his wanderings (in New Mexico or Sonora) in 1535. De 
Soto, at his landing in 1539, found “ fields of maize, beans, 
and pumpkins,” near Tampa Bay; and at Coligoa (west of 
the Mississippi) “ beans and pumpkins were in great plenty; 
both were larger and better than those of Spain; ” and so, at 
other places, on his travels to the west and north. 

Jacques Cartier, the discoverer of the St. Lawrence, on his 
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first voyages 1534, fouinl that the liuliaiiB near the month of 
that river on the Jky of (laspe had ahiuulunce of maize, and 
had beans (febues) which they name " 8alm,’or (as spelled 
in the vocabulary printed with his Discourse <lu V<iyage) 

Sahe.” ^ The Bref Kecit ” of his second voyage, 1535-36, 
mentions the use of corn and beans by the Indians of the St 
Lawrence — bled & febues & poix, desqueis ilz out assez 
(f. 24). 

Father Bagard in his ‘‘History of Canada” and in the ac¬ 
count of his journey to the country of the llurons, 1625, men¬ 
tions the cultivation and use of “ fezolles ” by tlie Indians. 
The llurons used in their succotash C" ncintahmiy ”) ‘"a third 
or a (piarter part of their fczoles, called ogaressa ” (Grand 
Voyage, 83, 188). 

Lescarbot, 1G08, says that the Indians of Maine, like those 
of Virginia and Florida, plant their corn in hiUs, “ anil lie- 
tween the kernels of corn they plant beans nmrkeil (fiwes 
rioHcs) with various colors, which are very deHeaUi; these, 
because they are not so high as t!ie e(n*n, grow vi!ry well 
among it” (Hist. Nouv. France, ed. 1612, p. 835; see also 

Tlie relation of the voyage of ('aptains Aniidas and Barlow 
to Virginia, 1584, mentions pease, melons, etc., at lioanoke 
Island, but does not name heuns ; but Harriot, who accom¬ 
panied them on this voyage, includes Inith “ Wickonzour, 
called by us pease,” and “ Okindjier, called by us kjans,” 
among the prodnetu^ns of that country. Capt. tlohn Smith, 
who was in Virginia in 1607, and Btraehcy, who was there in 
IGIO, describe (in nearly the same words) the Indian iiiannar 
of planting corn and beans: “ they plant also jMtase they call 
assentamens, which are the same they call in Italy fagioli: 
their beans are the same the Turks call garvances, but these 
they much esteem for ilainties” (Smith's Gem Hist, 28; 
Strachey, Trav. in Virginia, 117). Evidently, these names 

^ The language spoken by these Imliaui was a clialeet of the Iluron- 
Iroquois group, and we trace the name aalie (as Cartier eiuiglit R) in the 
Mohawk fdtoles ” of Rniyas (ITth century), and the Onondaga 

omdhkta and hhahka^ ** pohe, f4ve ” (Shea’s Onondaga Oietionary). 
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are confounded. Garvance was the French name of the 
Chick Pea (^Cicer arietinum').^ the Spanish garhanzo; and 
it is not probable that the Turks gave this name to any kind 
of beans; while fagiuoli was the Italian equivalent of Latin 
phaseoli. Strachey’s Virginian vocabulary gives assentamens 
(and otassentamens) for “pease,” and peccatoas, peketawes, 
for “ beans.” 

It must be remembered that at the beginning of the 17th 
century kidney beans — as well as vetchlings (Lathyrus) — 
were popularly regarded as a kind of pease, or “peason.” 
Turner, in his “ Names of Ilerbes,” 1548, says that “ Phasio- 
lus otherwyse called Dolichos, may be called in English ‘ long 
peasen or faselles ; ’ ... in French phaseoles;” and Smi- 
lax hoTtensis^ ... in French, as some wryte Phaseole . . . 
may be called in English Kydney beane,” etc. (Eng. Dial. 
Soc., ed. 1881, pp. 62, 74). Lyte’s “ Dodoens,” 1578, follows 
Turner for the English names of Phascolus, “ Kidney beane 
and Sperage; of some they are called Faselles, or Long Pea- 
son,” etc. (p. 474): his “common Peason” and “middle 
Peason ” are Ervilia (^Ervum Ervilia L ?) and Pimm ar- 
mnsQ L.; while P. sativum is distinguished as “ Great Pea¬ 
son, Garden Peason, and Branche Peason, because, as I 
thinke, they must be holpen or stayed up with branches” 
(id. 476). 

So, on the continent, the Spanish names for f^soles was 
“arvejas luengas” (Oviedo), i. e., long vetches, and the gar¬ 
den pea (P. sativmi) was “ un corto genero de Arvejas ” 
(Calepin’s Diction., ed. 1616), a short kind of vetches. The 
confusion of names is frequent in writers of the 16th and first 
half of the 17th centuries, in French as well as English and 
Spanish. “ Magno sane labore ” — as Tragus found — 
“ Phasioli, Orobi, et Pisa, nec non Cicer arietina, maxime 
agrestia, secernuntur,” (Stirp. Hist., 1552, p. 613). 

Champlain uses “poix” and “f^ves,” interchangeably, as 
names of the American Phaseoli. In Breton’s “ Diction. 
Fr.-Caraibe ” (1666) the Carib name, “ calaoiiana,” stands for 
“poisde Bresil” and “febue de Brasil”; “pois rouges, dit 
Anglois, mfbipi; ” and “ Pois, manconti ” — this being, prob¬ 
ably, the (introduced) P. sativiim. 
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Sagard (1624-5) says that the Ilurons called the coarser 
part of their poxmded maize — after the meal had been sifted 
from it — ‘‘ Acointa, c’ost a dire Pois (ear ils hu donnent le 
inesme nom qu’a nos pois) ; ” and in his “ Dietionnaire 
Iluronne,” he has “Pois, Acointa,’’ “ Fezolles, Ogjircssa;’’ 
whence wo infer that French pease [i^ satlmm'] were 
already cultivated by or known to the Hurons. The Abnakis 
of western Maine, in the 17th century, called jxease, “awen- 
nootsi-minar,” L e. “ French (or foreign) seeds.” Tanner, 
1830, gives as the Chippoway name of the “ Wild Pea-vino ” 
lPha.Heolus dioerHifoliuH f] “ Anishemin,” i. e. “ Indian (or 
native) seeds.” In nearly all North American languages, the 
names for kidney-beans (Phaseoli) are of earlier formation 
than those for garden pease. The latter are usually formed 
on the former: e. g, Chahta, toie, “ bean ”; tohi huUo.^ [wild] 
“pea”; tohi hikint iim,“pea” (Byington); Dakota, 
o^mnicha., “ bean ” ; o^mnkhahmUja^ya^ [L c. “ round bean”], 
“ pea.” 

Without multiplying citations — wo may assume that the 
“ pease ” and “ poix ” whi(4i early voyagers found cultivated 
by the American Indian were sixicies of Phaseolus — not 
Pisum. 

Five and twenty years before the settlexncmt of Virginia, the 
Indians of Carolina and Florhla had “ line citrouilles and 
very good beans” (Lescarbot, Nouv. France, 778). Lawson, 
1700-1708, gives a more particular description of the south¬ 
ern beans cultivated by the Indians. “ The Kidnoy-lmns,” he 
says, “ were here before the English came, Ixeing very plenti¬ 
ful in Indian corn-fields.” “The Bushel bean,” a 8i>onta- 
neouB growth, very flat, white and mottled with a purple figure, 
was trained on polos [7^ multifloruH ?]: “ Indian Ilounoeval, 
or MiraeulouB Pulse, so called from their long {khIs and great 
increase; they are very good, and so are the ‘ Bonavies, Cala- 
vancies [= Garvances ?], Nanticokes,’ and abundance of 
other pulse, too tedious to mention, which we found the In¬ 
dians possessed of when we settled in America ’’(Voyage to 
Carolina, pp. 76, 77). 
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In the northern States, we find little difficulty in establish¬ 
ing the identity of Phaseolus vulgaris with the beans culti¬ 
vated by the Indians at the first coming of Europeans. These 
v^ere from the first distinguished as “Indian beans,” from 
the Garden beans ( Vida Fdba) introduced by the English. 
In 1609, Hudson, exploring the river which bears his name, 
saw at an Indian village — in the vicinity of Schodac and 
Castleton, Eensselaer County, N. Y.—“a great quantity of 
maize or Indian corn, and beans of the last year’s growth” 
(^Hudson’s Journal, in De Laet, 1625, hi iii. ch. 10, and 
Juet’s, in Purchas: N. Y. Hist. Soc. CoU., 2 Ser., i. 300, 
S25). 

1631-42. The Indians of New Netherland “ make use of 
dPrench beans of different colors, which they plant among 
"their Maize. . . . The Maize stalks serve, instead of the poles 
which we use in our Fatherland, for the beans to grow upon ” 
(De Vries, Voyages, transl. in 2 N. Y. Hist. Soc., iii. 107). 

1653. Van der Donck, in his “Description of the New 
Netherlands,” distinguishes the beans cultivated by the In¬ 
dians before the coming of the Dutch, and the Turkish beans 
which had been introduced: “ Of Beans there are several 
kinds; but the large Windsor bean [ Vicia Faba] . - . and 
the Horse-bean will not fill out their pods. . . . The Turkish 
Beans which our people have introduced there grow wonder¬ 
fully. . . . Before the arrival of the Netherlanders [1614] 
the Indians raised beans of various kinds and colours, but gen¬ 
erally too coarse to be eaten green or to be pickled, except 
the blue sort, which are abundant,” etc. He then describes 
the Indian mode of planting beans with maize, ut supra 
(N. Y. Hist. Soc. Coll., 2 Ser., i. 188-9). This is the only 
reference we have found to the introduction of any species of 
Phaseolus into North America. Van der Donck’s book was 
written more than forty years after Hudson’s coming, and the 
author first arrived in New Netherland in 1642. His state¬ 
ment as to the introduction by the Dutch of the best kind of 
^‘Turkish beans” for “snaps,” salad, or pickling, is not to 
be accepted without reserve; but the fact that Turkish beans 
^^grow wonderfully, fill out remarkably well, and are much 
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cultivated,” while the imported Windsor beans [ Vida Faha'] 
and horse-beans proved failures, is to be noted. 

Wood, who was in Massachusetts from 1629 to 1633, says 
that the Indians ‘4n wintor-tiiuo have all manner of fowles, 
Indian beanes, and clams” (N. E. Prospect, pt. 2, ch. 6). 
Roger Williams, 1643, gives the Indian name of these beans 
in the Narragansett dialect: ManuBqussed-ash ” (plural) ; 
Cotton’s Massachusetts vocabulary (1727-8) has (sing.) 
“Monasquisset, an Indian bean;” IVesident Stiles, about 
1760, heard the name in the Pequot diaku*t as “Mushquis- 
sedes” (MS. Vocab.); Zeisberger, 1776 and 1803, wrote it 
in the Delaware, with dialectic modification, Malaehxit; ” 
and we can trace it in the modern Shyenne Mdnisk ” (Hay¬ 
den’s Vocab., 1862) and “Monchka.” In the Chippeway, the 
kidney-bean has received — probably from some l(K?al variety 

— a different name: “Miskodissimin,” i, c. red-dyed seed 
(or fruit) ; ” and this name, modified as M’skocln-tha,” was 
used by the Shawanees of Ohio. 

To return to New England, Jossclyn, who was in this coun¬ 
try, 1638-9, and again, 1663-71, in his catalogue of “ plants 
proper to the country,” naim^s Indian beans, falsely called 
French beans:” “the herbalists call them kidney-beans, from 
their shape and cffcicts. . , . They arc variegated much [in 
size and color] ; besides your Bonivis and Calavanees, and tbe 
kidney-bean that is proper to Roanoke: but these are brought 
into the country: the others are natural to the edimate ” (N. 
E. Rarities, p. 66; Voyages, p. 73-4). Here is reference to 
at least two species of American beans, one pro|K»r to New 
England,” the other from Roanoke — perhaps P. mtdtifloruB, 

Besides the names already mentioned —MonasquiEset,” 
with its variants—there is another, in norihern Algonkin lan¬ 
guages, for kidney-beans, which must have originally belonged 
to some high-twining variety. Eliot used it, in the plural, for 

beans” in 2 Samuel, xvii. 28, tuppUhqtiam-^mh — which lit¬ 
erally signifies twinersand Rasies (1691-1700) gave, in 
the Kennebec-Abnaki” of Maine, for fa8<5ole,” aHeha^hw^ 

— from the same root. A modern Abnaki vocabulary shows 
that this name is still in use — as ad-barkwa.” 
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As to tlie American origin of P. lunatus.^ the Lima bean 
and its varieties, there seems now to be no question. ‘‘ It is 
evidently,” says M, De Candolle (p. 276), “ a Brazilian spe¬ 
cies, dispersed by cultivation, and perhaps long ago natural¬ 
ized, here and there, in tropical America.” 

But as to the origin of P. wlgaris he is not free from 
doubt. He finds “ (1) that this species was not cultivated in 
ancient times in the East Indies, the southwest of Asia, or 
Egypt; (2) that we are not absolutely certain that it was 
known in Europe before the discovery of America; (3) that 
at that epoch the number of varieties suddenly increased in 
the gardens of Europe, and all authors began to speak of it; 
(4) that the majority of species of this genus are found in 
South America ; and (5) that seeds which apparently belong 
to this species have been found in Peruvian tombs [at Ancon] 
of a date somewhat uncertain, mixed with many other species, 
all of which are American.” (p. 275.) 

The proof that P. vulgaris (and P. nanus').^ in varieties 
almost innumerable, were cultivated by the natives of Amer¬ 
ica before the coming of Europeans, seems to be conclusive. 
The resolution of M. De Candolle’s doubts as to the American 
origin of the species must depend chiefly on the identification 
of the species known as Phaseoli (PhaseK, Eagiuoli, Feso- 
les, etc.), in Europe, before the discovery of America. This 
identification may not be impossible, but ^the space at our 
disposal will not permit us to attempt it in this article, or even 
to reexamine the authorities on which M. De Candolle admits 
the probability ‘‘ that the Dolichos of Theophrastus was our 
pole bean (Jiaricot a rames), and the Fasiolos our cultivated 
bush bean (haricot nain)(^ p. 271. At present, we have 
only to offer one or two notes. 

1. The distinction indicated by Galen (De Alimentis, lib. i, 
cc. 25, 28) between the Phasiolos (c^acrtoXo?) of Dioscorides 
and Phaselus (<^(£ 0 - 77 X 0 ?) — presumably the “ vilis faselus ” of 
Virgil — if well founded, seems to have been lost sight of in 
the middle ages. In Italy, the Greek and Latin names 
Phasiolos, Faseolus, Faselus, FasiUus, etc., passed into the 
modern Fagiuoli. Piero de’ Crescenzi, of Bologna, whose 
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treatise on agriculture was written near the beginning of the 
14th century, in Latin, and translated into IMian about 
1350, mentions, among held plants, Fasooli (Fagiuoli), as 
well known; some of them are red, some white. . . . They 
arc planted conveniently among paniek, millet, and chick 
pease; they are also planted in gardens, among cabbages and 
onions.” ^ It is not certain that the red and the white were 
of the same species, or genus, or that either was a species of 
Phaseolus, L. In the first hdf of the sixteenth century the 
white Phaseoli were the more common and less esteemed. 
The young and tender pods wmti eaten, with the included 
seeds, in salads, or boiled with other vegetables. 

Two other early figures show that the FuhcoII were not so 
“well known ” to the herbalists of the 16th and beginning of 
the 16th century as to Crescenzi in the 14th. One is from 
a Venice edition of the “ llortus Sauitatis,’’ 1511; the other 
from the “Tacuini Sanitatis” of Elluchasem Elimithar, Stras- 
burg, 1631, p. 49. They are equally unlike the modern 
Phaseolus, the earlier figure in Crescenzi, and eacdi other. 
The se(^ond may have originally been intended for a Temd 
si/Ivcstns)j the Virr/a piMortH of the herbalists. 
Calcpin’s Dkttionary (ed. IGIG) says, s. v, Faseolus, that the 
name Fasilli is now given by the common people to “a bj)6 - 
cics of Cicercula.” This “ vulgaris l^IniscoluB ” of Matthioli ^ 
and other Italian botanists of the period is figured and de¬ 
scribed in the later editions of his commentary on Diosooridos,^ 

^ De AgnciiUura,” lib. iii. c. 10 (Italian, FA. Vaaice, 1501). I^iatin 
text waa first printed at Btrasburg in 1471, and with figures, 1480; the 
Italian verKioii was printed at Florence, 1478. The figure of Faseolus in 
the earliest (Latin) edition wo have wen, without date, but probably of 
Louvain, about 1480, has little resemblance to tlio Phamsolui of mmlem 
botany. 

M. De Candolle remarks (p. 272) that ** authors of the 15th century 
say nothing of Ffiseolus, or any analogous name,” and tliat ** this is the 
case with P. Crescenzi,” — referring to a French translation of Crescenzi, 
printed in 1530, which we have not seen. 

^ “ Vulgares Phaseoli, quibus passim in cibis vescimur, dum satis In cam- 
pis virent, non repant,” etc., Matth. ** Apologia adv. Amathum,^^ 1550, 
p. S3; Vulgaris usus Phaseolus.” IHd. SI, 

^ C. Bauhin, 1598, p. 341. In the earlier edition (Veniee, X550, p* 
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as liaving an erect stem, ternate leaves, white flowers, kidney¬ 
shaped seeds, white, ‘^except the umbilicus, which grows 
black.” It may be worth noting that ‘‘ a black spot in the 
place of the cotyledon” was a characteristic of the Faseoli 
described by Albertus Magnus (13th cent.), which appears 
to M. De Candolle “ to be the dwarf Haricot (P. nanus') of 
our epoch.” This black spot is more strongly suggestive of 
Dolichos than of any known variety of P. vulgaris: e. g. 
Dolichos unguiculatus^i L. (French, D, Mongette^ Baoiette., 
Haricot cornille) — not mentioned by M. De Candolle, but 
much cultivated in Italy, and of which there are a great num¬ 
ber of varieties — which has seeds ‘‘marked by a prominent 
black spot about the umbilicus.” ^ 

2. M. De Candolle (p. 272), with a reference to Delile and 
to Piddington’s “ Index,” remarks that though “ no Hebrew 
name corresponding to the Dolichos or Phaseolus of the bot¬ 
anists” is known, yet “a name less ancient, because it is 
Arabic, namely ‘ Loubia,’ is found in Egypt for the Dolichos 
Lubia; and in Hindustani, under the form ‘Loba,’ for Pha¬ 
seolus vulgarisN This name seems to be clearly referable to 
the Greek. It has not been traced earlier than to Jahia ebn 
Serapion — an Arabian physician of the 9th or 10th century 
— whose work “ De Simplicibus,” compiled chiefly from Dios- 
corides and Galen, was translated into Latin in the 15th cen- 
tury.2 In a chapter (Ixxxi) on “Lubia,” i. e. “ Faseoli,” he 
quotes from Dioscorides the description of JSmilax hortensis 
(x^^Trata (r/AtXa^) “ whose seeds some call Lobia; ” and it is 
evident that the name Lubia (as it was transliterated from 
the Arabic text by the translator) was transferred to the 

264), Phaseolus is figured as a low, bushy, and spreading, but not twining 
plant. 

^ Several other species of Dolichos (e.g,,D. sesquipedaHsJj., Ital. “Fag- 
iuolo Sparagio,’’ Engl. “ Asparagus bean are similarly marked. Vil- 
morin-Andrieux et Cie., “ Les Plantes Potag^res,” 1883, p. 280. Other 
names for this species are : Germ. Ostindische Iliesel-Spargel Bobne,” 
Nagelische Fasel; ” Ital. Fagiuolo delF occhio ; ” Span. “ Garrubia,” 
Moncheta,” Judia de Careta.’^ 

2 Milan, 1473, and Venice, 1479 ; but better known to botanists of the 
16th century in the Strasburg edition of 1531, edited by Otho Brunfels. 
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Arabic from the Greek of I)ios(»oriJes. Tt h probal>le, to say 
tlie least, that it has been rightly appropriated to Dolickos 
LvUa, Forskal (I)e Candolle, ii78), rather than to any s})ccies 
of Pha-seolus. 

The length to which our annotations have extended forbids 
all notice of the third ])art of this book. This, however, is 
very brief. It contains a tabulation of the ])lants of cultiva¬ 
tion, and of the results of the ]>reeeding discussion of them; 
also an article on the regions in which the principal species 
have originated or have been brought into ctiliivation, in which 
it is stated that of the 247 specitm und(‘r invt^stigation the Old 
World has furnished 199, and America 45, hmviiig three 
which are doubtful in this r<‘gard; and tin* extreme poverty 
of the southtirn hemisphere beyond tlui troj>i(\H is a striking 
feature. An article on the numb(‘r and nature of species 
cultivated at different periods is noteworthy. So, also, is the 
enumeration of the cultivated plants whi<»h are unknown in 
a wild state; from which it is gathertnl that 27 species have 
never been found wild by any botanist, 27 more are doubtful 
in this respect, while 198 are of recognizable origin. 

Of the “ Reflexions div<u’S(»s,” at the close, we note only the 
final one, tliat “ In the hisbiry of cultivated plants 1 have 
found no indication of communications bc^tween the inhabitants 
of the Old and Now World anterior to the discHwery of Amer¬ 
ica by Columbus. The Scandinavians, who had carried their 
expeditions to thonoidhern United Statens, and the Basques of 
the Middle Ages, who had extended their whaling voyages 
perhaps to America, would appear not to have transported 
a single cultivated species. The Gulf-stream has equally been 
without effect. Betw(»en America ami Asia two transporta¬ 
tions may have been effected, one by man (tlie Batatas), the 
other either by man or by the sea (Oocoa-nut).” 

Perhaps the Banana should be ranker! with the Sweet 
Potato in this regard. And wo may merely (*onj(H?ture that 
the Purslain came to our eastern coast witli the Scandinavians 
or the Basques. 
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BENTHAM AND HOOKEE’S GENEEA PLANTAEUM. 

The completion of this great work ^ marks an era in sys¬ 
tematic botany. As the senior author is nearly eigbty-three 
years of age, we may say that, essentially, it brings to a 
worthy close the long course of scientific labors of the most 
accomplished, sagacious, and continuously industrious phy- 
tologist of our day, almost the only survivor of those who 
personally knew Antoine Laurent Jussieu, and were asso¬ 
ciated with the elder De Candolle; one whose line of author¬ 
ship, begun in the year 1826 (antedated only by that of the 
venerable Roeper), comes down to the present year, ap¬ 
parently, in almost unabated vigor, and is as remarkable for 
sustained importance as it is unparalleled in length. Upon 
the junior author, who should not yet feel the burden of years, 
however weighted with official cares, and upon such specialists 
as can be mustered, may devolve the responsibility of such 
addimenta as may be needed to bring the earlier volumes up 
to the date of the last, and even to supplement the work from 
time to time, as the “ Genera Plantarum ” of Linnaeus was 
supplemented by successive editors. But it is not probable 
that the task which has now been happily accomplished will 
be undertaken again, still less executed, before the twentieth 
century is well entered upon. Useful compilations we may 
expect, and monographs which may here and there better re¬ 
present advancing knowledge of particular groups; but a 
production like this, covering the whole field of phaenogamous 
botany, ordinally and generically, and with the uniformity of 
treatment and scale thus secured by two close associates in 
one continuous work, cannot be looked for again for a long 
while. 

It has few predecessors. The first “ Genera Plantarum ’’ 
in fact (though not exactly in name) was that of Tournefort, 
published in the year 1700. Then and there, as Linnaeus de- 

^ Genera Plantarum ad Exemplaria imprimis in Tierbariis Kewensibus 
servata dejinita, Auctoribus G. Bentham et J. D. Hooker. Londini, 1862- 
1883. (The Nation, No. 942, July 19,1883.) 





















356 


REVIEWS. 


dared, genera of plants, in the sense of scientific botany, were 
first establisliccl. There would probably be more recognition 
of this dictum if the present work were to be planned anew, 
and the genera which Linnaais himself admitted as of Tourne- 
fort, along with those which modern bottinists have restored, 
could have been attributed to this real founder, without 
ther(d>y conipromising the proper position to hold in respect 
to herbalistic and ancient names. The Hccond ‘^(ienera 
Plantarimi’’ was that of Liumeus, in 1737, of which the 
last edition revised by the author himself was thait of 1767. 
The third was that of Jussieu, secundum ordines naturales 
disposita,” whi(di appeared in the year 1789. That of Knd- 
licher — a monument of literary or bibliographical erudition 
rather than of botanical research — was l)rought out in the 
main between 1830 and 1843, at about the same time with 
the more unpretending synoptical compilation of Meisner. 
These were important in their way. But the “(ienera Plan- 
tarum ” of Bentham and Hooker, which began to bo issued 
in the year 18G2 and was finished in the spring of the j)re8ent 
year, is the lineal successor of the three classical W'orks above 
mentioned, that of Tournefoi't representing the botany of the 
close of the seventeenth century; that of Linmeus the first 
half, and that of Jussieu the latter part, of the eighteenth 
century. The present work — increased from the one small 
octavo of Linnaius to throe thick imperial oi^tavo volumes of 
nearly 1200 pages eacdi — stands in like relation to the nine¬ 
teenth century, and is based, like them, or even more than 
they, upon actual investigation, and upon the comparison of 
a vastly greater number of original types than was formerly 
possible. 

Unlike its predecessors, however, — and in this resi>ect 
agreeing with the other great botaui(».al work of the century, 
the “ Prodromiis ” of De Cyandolle, — the whole of crypto- 
gamic botany is omitted. This vast field must be left to 
specialists. Fries, of ITpsala, who died a few years ago at 
a ripe old age, was the lust j)h»nogamic botanist who was at 
the same time master of one or two cryptogamic orders ; and 
now even the best of cryptogamists can hardly aspire to more 
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than a general and superficial acquaintance with any other 
department than the one to which he devotes himself. This 
inevitable state of things has its disadvantages. The reasons 
for it do not really apply to the Ferns and their allies, and it 
was naturally expected, as it is much to he desired, that these 
should enter into the present work. May we hope that this 
still may be ? 

Some idea of the progressive enlargement of the field may 
be had by a comparison of the number of genera characterized 
in these successive works. The phsenogamous genera of 

Liiina 0 us, “ Gen. PI.,” ed. 1, a. d. 1737, were . . 887 

«... 1,189 

«... 1,707 

« (about) 6,400 

«... 7,585 

If the last had been elaborated upon the scale of Endlicher, 
or with the idea of genera which is still common if not preva¬ 
lent, the number of genera would have amounted to at least 
ten thousand. An estimate of the number of known species 
of each genus and higher group has been made throughout 
the work — a rough approximation only, mentioning first the 
number in the books, and the number to which, in the opin¬ 
ion of the authors, these may probably be reduced by bota¬ 
nists who adhere to the Linnaean view of species ; from which 
it appears that upon the very strictest estimate their number, 
as now known to botanists, is at least 95,620. In round 
numbers, it may fairly be said that about 100,000 species of 
phsenogamous plants are in the hands of botanists. The five 
largest orders, as well for genera as for species, are the follow¬ 
ing, and in this rank: Compositce^ Leguminosce^ OrcMdece^ Ru- 
hiacem^ GraminecB. The high standing of the Orchid family 
in the list will be a surprise to many. Linnseus knew only a 
hundred species; five thousand is now a moderate estimate 
— about half as many as there are of Compositce^ which hold 
to their proportion of one tenth of the whole. In both fam¬ 
ilies every country and district is largely peculiar in its spe¬ 
cies and types. The far greater prominence of CompositcB 


Jussieu, 
Endlicher, 
Bentham & 
Hooker 




ed. 6, A. D. 1764, 

. . A. D, 1789, 

. . A. D. 1843, 

. . A. D. 1883, 
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over OreliklB is owing; to the v^int number of individuals in the 
former, their paucity in the latter. 

Those who desire to know the respective parts which the 
two authors have taken in the elaboration of the Genera 
Plan tar uui ” xnay bo referred to a short article on the subject 
in a recent number of the *'*'Journal of the Limuean Society 
of London.” Great thanks from all botanists are due to them 
both. 


BOTANICAL NOMKNCLATUIIKJ 

Sixteen years have passed since M. De Candolle laid 
before the International iiotanical Congress held at I^aris, 
August 16-26, 1807, a boily of Laws of Ik»tanicid Komen- 
elature, which lie had drawn up for consideration by that 
assembly. The code was discussed by a special committee, 
afterward by the congress in full session, some mmlifications 
introduced, and it was then all hut unanimously voted,'' by 
about one hiindnul botanists of all cotmtries; ” ‘‘That these 
laws, as adopted by this assembly, shall Ih) recommendiHl as 
the best guide for nomenchiture in the vegetable kingdom.” 
The adoptcnl code, with an tsxkmded commentary, was pub- 
ILshed by De Candolle early in the autumn of the same year; 
and an English translation, nuule by tlio lamented Dr. Wed¬ 
dell, appeanul early in 1H6H. The “Laws,” but without the 
more voluminous explanatory eoxnmentary, wer«3 imprinted 
from tlie English translation in this Journal in July of that 
year, occupying only twelve pagtm; and some remarks and 
suggestions by the premmt writer were ap|H*nded. As was 
then said, the cckIo did not make, Imt rather declaml, the com¬ 
mon law of botanists. It announced prineiples, systematically 
and perspicuously, and indicated their application in leading 
cases; but many practical questions, as well as conflicts of 

^ NoupiUi Rimarqmi »ur ia Nmnmdniure Botmifpw. Far M. Alphonse 
D© Candolle. Geneva, 1883. (American Journal of Science and Arts, 
3 ser., xxvi. 417.) 


BOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE. 


359 


rules in particular instances, which would inevitably come up, 
were necessarily left to be settled when they arose. No small 
discussion upon certain details has indeed ensued, in which 
our author, naturally appealed to, has taken an active part. 

In the first part of the present publication (of 79 pages 
8 vo), the discussions of the intervening years are summed up 
and reviewed; and a few changes, which experience has shown 
the need of, are proposed. In the second part the author 
takes up certain questions which the Paris Congress left un¬ 
touched, such as th^ nomenclature of organs (which he treated 
in his recent ‘‘ Phytographie ”), the nomenclature of fossils, 
and the rules according to which names and authorities should 
be cited when old genera are combined or reconstituted; also 
some matters of orthography and punctuation are briefly con¬ 
sidered. Finally, in the third part, the laws adopted by the 
Paris Congress are reprinted, with the suggested changes. 
The alterations and additions are printed in italic type, so 
that they may be seen at a glance. 

We are not sure of an English edition; and in any case it 
is desirable to make so important a publication as this generally 
known to our own naturalists. So our abstract and comments 
may run to some length. They are intended partly to illus¬ 
trate and reinforce the author’s doctrine, in respect to matters 
upon which there is still diversity of opinion and practice, 
perhaps occasionally to offer a criticism or suggestion; also 
as helps and guides to botanists in our own country, who are 
beginning to take interest in such matters and to feel (or at 
least to show) the need of giving attention to them. 

As respects all the weightier matters of the law, the most 
experienced phsenogamous botanists are in general agreement. 
Having accepted the code of 1867, they will be ready to accept 
proposed modifications and interpretations which are in 
accordance with its principles. Among them all, perhaps no 
one is so well qualified as De Candolle, by the bent of his 
mind and course of his studies, his opportunity of leisurely 
consideration, and his long editorial experience — combining, 
as it may be said to do, that of two generations, — for de¬ 
claring what the present consensus of authority is, and for 
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discussing the cases which still need adjtistmont,smne of them 
of consiclerablo consequence in phyt()gral>h 3 ^ 

At the head of the publications u]K>n noincmclature ema¬ 
nating from or sanctioned by ass<vciations or connnittt‘es of 
naturalists which have appeared sinci* tlu^ year Dc Can¬ 
dolle places the Rtqrnrt to the Anun'ican Association for the 
Advanccincmt of Science, at th(» Nashville nuH*iing, IH77, on 
Nomenclature in Zotilogy and B<»tany, prc|>anal by Captain 
Dali, after much confereiuui with leading Anitcri<*an natural¬ 
ists. The diffenuiccs Ix^tween tlu‘se ruh‘S and those* of the 
botanical code relate* mainly to (jU(*Htions inoottal l»y the* zoeilo- 
gists, whose systems and vitnvs had beaut comparatively loose 
and variant. Tlu^ tirst alteration in Dc Caitilollc’s rc^vised 
draft is adopted from Dali’s rcqnu’t, with high conumuHlution, 
namely: — 

‘‘Art. 3. The essential point in all parts of nonumedatttn* is: 
1. Fixity in names; 2. Avoidance or nqca'tion of f<u*ms or 
names which may create error or atnbigttiiy or inlrodmn* con¬ 
fusion into science.” The “fixity in nantes” is taken from 
the American code, and is said to suitply a real omission. 
Although nKvrc‘ly declaratory, some practi<*al (‘onmspicnces flow 
from it The same idea dominat‘s in the laqtort tttndc by 
Dotiville, chairman of a committts^ of tin* (icolotrical (’onirress 

f O O 

at Bologna in 1881, and whitdt concerned itmdf with nomen- 
elaturo in pahcotitology, 'Tliis r(*]K)rt insists that “'’fhe law of 
priority being fundamental in nomenclature*, it appears to be 
neccHHary to apply it with all possible gtmerality and to sup¬ 
press derogations and oxc<*ptions to this law. . . . (kmtradic- 
tion between the signification of a name and the characters (if 
a genus or species is no sufl'K^ient reason for changing such 
a name,” etc. 

Another code referred to is one by a committee of the Zoo¬ 
logical Society of France, in 1881, M. Chaper, chairman, in 
which this principle of fixity is said to be less |)romimmt, 
more exceptions being allowed. 

On reviewing the whole fiehl, Do Candolles assures tis that 
the tendency during the last sixteem years has Ix^en: 1, to an 
increasing agreement of tlio zoiUogists with the botanists; 
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and 2, an increasing recognition o£ the law of priority ns the 
fundamental principle of nomenclature, and as prt‘v:uling 
over considerations of elegance, linguistic purity, and prt*t‘is«‘ 
meaning. But some recent j)ublications of individual bot¬ 
anists look the other way; notably so two publications by 
Saint-Lager, Eeforme de la Nomenclature B(>tani<pKi,’’ ami 
“Nouvelles Eemarques sur la Nomenclature Botaniipu*,” pub¬ 
lished at Lyons, in the Annals of tlie Botanical Soci(*ly of 
that city; of which it may be said, that the refh^x efTc‘(*t 
the multitudinous changes proposed in the view of making 
old and accepted names better, more classical, or more sign ill- 
cant, has greatly strengthened the hands of tho.s(^ who (^onicuul 
for the absolute fixity and unalterablencss of ])ul)llslic<l names. 
Whether and to what extent missi>elled or otlnu'wise wrongly 
formed names may be corrected, and wluither in Hoim* <*nseH 
the principle of fixity should not 2)rovail over absolute priority, 
are matters which may bo discussed furtlior on. We take up 
in the author’s order the 2)oints which wo wish to specify or 
to comment on. 

Article 6 of the code declares tliat “scientific names fihould 
he in Latin. When taken from another language, a Ijat in 
termination is given to them except in some cases saneliotusl 
by custom.” Here our author asks, “But what is Latin?” 
He concludes that the Latin of Linnieus should I)o the inothd. 
It is the classical language of botany, and is nnudj more pn*- 
cise than the Latin of antiquity, in wliicli very many words 
bear two, three, or half a dozen senses, cither in tlu^ same or 
in different ages; while in the technical languag<^ of lH>tany 
each word has but one meaning, and each idea or object is {‘X- 
pressed by a single term. De Candolle elaborated this point 
in his “ Phytographie,” to which he refers for illustrations ; 
and he returns to it in special aj)plications when commenting 
on article 66, as we shall see. But, in fact, even ti‘cdnn(»al 
language cannot always avoid ambiguities and the nse <^f 
words in senses which have to be determined by tlu^ vonivxt. 
Folium,^ for example, in botanical descrij)tion, may nuuui the 
blade of a leaf only, or this along with its petiole, or blade 
with petiole and stipules together, or it may even mean any 
homologue of the ordinary leaf. 
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“Art. 15. Each natural grinip of plants can bear in sci¬ 
ence but one vulul doHignation, the most ancient, whether 
adopted or given by Linnams, or since Linmens,—provided it 
be consistent with the essential rules of nomenclature.” De 
Candollo now adds an article 15^^*, which is purely explanatory, 
but has a bearing upon subordinate (juestionH. It is: "'•The 
designation of any group, by one or more names, has not for 
its object the emmeiation of its characters or history; it gives 
merely the name by which we arc to call it.” He <*o!nmenta 
upon the toiulency which is often shown to mix up tlie ques¬ 
tion of name with other (‘onsiderations. Ihdort^ Linmeus 
introduced the binomial systtun, tlu* munes of sp(‘ci(‘s wa»re 
at the same time names and characters. In separating these 
two things, Linnams rendered a great scTvict*, and we should 
be C£ireful to preserve this advantage. “ A name is a name ; 
characters are characters; the succession of names is syno¬ 
nymy. To mingle such different ideas h»uda to confusion. 
In these days there is a disposition to attribute too much im¬ 
portance to the meaning of names, and alH«> to inUuanix the 
synonymy—c-, the l>ibHographical history of the grotq)s — 
with the names, at least with the indication of the author, 
which being commonly annexed comes to be almost a part of 
the same. Such complicnitions are contrary to the general 
principh^ that different ideas slundd expressed s<*paratcly. 
If this rule is neglected, we may be led into atkuupts to ex¬ 
press in the name, or with the name, the phytogcniti(». history 
of a group, that being just now one of the ideas in vogue,” 
Names that have an appropriate meaning are very well, and 
l)otanistH always emh^avor to make such; but experience 
shows that meaningless names are in some respects ludter — 
are generally better than names fomuled on ideas, which in 
the progress of knowledge often heeome faked 

De Candollek main remarks ujmn article 15 relate to the 

^ Or may 1>€ essentially false from the haginiiing One ef owr eommon 
Maples has two names, Acer daHtfcarpum and /t, rmmr/mm, Istih signify¬ 
ing that the fruit is woolly, whereas it is perfeetly glabrous ; only the 
ovaries are woolly, yet no botanist has ever pro|H«ed to change the re¬ 
ceived name, — which is remarkable. 
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point of departure for the law of priority in botany. The 
names of the two great classes, Monocotyledones and Dicoty- 
ledones, are of Eay in 1703, who scientifically distinguished 
and named them. The counterpart, Acotyledones, is of Jus- 
sieu (1789), and to all three names our author would apply 
the law of priority. That the name Acotyledones fails to 
express the true character is a small objection. This is only 
an example of the disadvantage of significant names, which 
may lose aptness in the advance of knowledge. Far better 
are such names as Aves, Pisces, Vermes, etc., which time and 
discovery can never falsify. Cryptogamia as the name of a 
class (which for meaning is hardly so good as Acotyledones) 
was introduced by Linnaeus in 1735, and has maintained its 
place.^ The counterpart, Phanerogamia (or Phaenogamia), 
is not of Linnaeus, but much later. Natural Families or 
Orders date from Jussieu’s ‘‘Genera Plantarum,” in 1789; 
Cohorts and Tribes, from A. P. De Candolle’s “ Systema,” 
1818. Subgenera begin with R. Brown, in 1810, according to 
our author. There are a few instances (without the name) 
in the “ Prodromus Florae Novae Hollandiae.” But it is in the 
Oudney and Denham-Clapperton paper, in 1826 (p. 16), that 
their use is discussed, and the mode of designating them in 
citation by interpolation between generic and specific name 
in parenthesis, is introduced. Species (as distinguished from 
varieties) and the actual binomial nomenclature date from 
1753, and the first edition of the “Species Plantarum.” There 
is substantial agreement among botanists as to this point of 
departure; and the fact that the specific phrase of earlier 
authors is occasionally of a single substantive does not militate 
against it. Galega vulgaris^ Lappa major^ and Trifolium 
agrarium of the old herbalists were in good binomial form ; 
but the adjectives are phrases, not specific names. 

Generic names bring in a question of interpretation and 
usage. In his table De Candolle makes the point of departure 
for priority, Linnaeus, “ Genera Plantarum,” ed. 1,1737. All 

^ On p. 58 De Candolle has collected nineteen synonyms of the name 
Cryptogamia, all of later date, and specified the objections which may be 
brought against each of them, besides that of want of priority. 
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agree, or slioultl agree, that no anterior name han right of 
priority to a Liniueun name or to a name ii<loptc»tl l^y l/in- 
nams. But an resin'etn generic niinies adtvptinl by lam, are we 
to follow LiinueuH or are wo not? He naya, TournefortiuH 
prinm.H (‘hara(dert‘B genericos ex lege artin eomlitlit/* And in 
tht‘ ‘HJenera Plantarum’': Ipni non immerito invcntionls 
gloriam <*irea genera eoneedi*re debeam,*' — ami bo he uni¬ 
formly ata^reditB to Tournefort tlu» gtmerie names adopted 
from him ; and the Hamo as to Plumerius, . . * Vaillanfius, 
Dillenius, . . . Miehelius et pauei alii," ‘'qui ejus vestigia 
presserunt." 1 )e (hmdolle remarks that Touriieff^rt had the 
m(*rit whi<*h Linnams ascribes, but tluit be kept a goinl 
many adjective mimes for genc'ra (Aeetosa, Bermmiiami, 
etc. )." Sinee Lintueus did not adoj^t these, ilM*y un» out ni 
tlie present question. Moreover, not to speak here of a seore 
or two of really adjective generic names, I/iununw himself 
adopted two which Tournefort had distnirded, Mindiilis and 
ImpatieuH, and deliberately made another, (thirioHa, in phu»e 
o£ a proper name, Methouica, of a sort which, though not of 
the best, is now r(‘gardt‘d as next to tlu' best. Bui it is (*om- 
pletidy umlersiooil that lanmcus is imt to Iw corrected*, so 
(iloriosa, Impnfieus, etc., remain. 

An^ we <‘(jually to bdhnv I/uumms in regard to names which 
ho adopft'd from Tournefort and a few later autliors, some 
of them his own <*ontemjmrarh‘H? If so, wo sliall continue to 
writ(‘ Salieornia, Tourn., ('orm|H'rmum, A. Juss., Ohio, Tourm, 
Justiciu, Houst, Dianthem, (tronov., Lycopus, Tmirm, Lin- 
na‘a, (ironov. Tlui practice of the leading Isitanists has lanm 
essentially uniform in this mspect, from tlussieu tiown to De^ 
Candolle, father and son, even to tla^ hitimt Vfdume of the 
Monographin,’* puhlished during the current year. It scHuns 
pcrfcH'tly eli»ar therefore — although we ladieve that the ques¬ 
tion is imt raim'*d in this revision — that such gentwa lire ex¬ 
pected still to lia cited as of their resjwctive frniiidiirs. And, 
as hardly any one <lotd>ts that Tournefortian genera suppressod 
by Linnieus Imt restored by modern botanists fsiich as Fago- 
pyram) are to Ijo cited ^^Tourn.," it follows that only in a 
restricted sense do genera begin with Liniianw in the year 
1737- This case, indeed, is governed liy the principle in 
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citation, so well insisted on by M. De Candolle, that no author 
is to be represented as saying tlie thing that he does not say. 
The alternative course is to write “ Linnaea, Linn.,’’ which is 
certainly what Linnaeus has not said. The Only authors we 
know of who have on principle followed this alternative — 
and a notable exception it is — are Bentham and Hooker in 
the new ‘‘ Genera Plantaruni,” against which a protest was 
made in this Journal when the first part was issued. They 
have followed the rule that botanical genera began with Lin¬ 
naeus so strictly as to cite even authors as recent as Gaertner 
for Tourneforibian genera and to ignore botanists like Gro- 
novius, contemporary with Linnaeus, and publishing since the 
year 1737; and it is only by an infraction of their rule that 
they have avoided writing Linnaea, Linn. 

No change of rule 15 seems actually required to bring it 
into unison with the almost universal practice in citation. 
We have only to understand that genera adopted by Linnaeus 
from Tournefort, etc., and so accredited, should continue to 
be thus cited; that the date 1737 (Linnaeus, ‘‘Genera,” ed. 
1) is, indeed, the point of departure from which to reckon 
priority, yet that botanical genera began with Tournefort; so 
that Tournefortian genera which are accepted date from the 
year 1700. That is the limit fixed by Linnaeus, and it defi¬ 
nitely excludes the herbalists and the ancients whose writings 
may be consulted for historical elucidation, but not as author¬ 
ity for names. 

Upon articles 21 and 22, which give rules for the names 
of orders and other supra-generic groups, our author offers 
no new remarks. We venture to offer two. It being the 
general rule that acecB is the proper termination for ordinal 
names which take their appellation from a typical genus, it 
is desirable to conform to it as fully as well may be.^ Since 
Saxifragacece.) Myrsineaceoe., Styracacece., GentianacecB^ JVyc- 
taginacece, and even Lauracece and Juglandacece were adopted 

^ Craciferm, LeguminoscBf UmbellifercBy ComposiicB, Labiates, and the like, 
are no exception to the rule, rightly stated, as they are not named from 
typical genera. We shall not have any more of them, hut the' old ones 
in use are among the best. 
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in the “ Prodromns/^ it seems to iis retrograde and imadvis- 
ablo to have gone back in the new '^Genera Plantarum’' to 
Saxlfraf/ra'y and the like; and this upon no olndcnw prin¬ 
ciple, as we have IIamydacea\ Cotn(tcet(\ etc., brought into 
harmony witli tlie rule. An<l if in the Ih’odromuH ” we 
have Sti/raracctv., why not also Salteavnv? Ami if, in the 

(kmera Plantarum,” Styrax could take the tirvm tt*rmina- 
tion as Sti/mvv(r\ why not as Styravamv f If it be objetited 
that Bomti such terrninationH have an tinekiHsical aH|Mjct, this 
objection applies all the more to the cfwcs untler our m^cond 
remark; Namely, that tm) rigid adherence to the rult^ that 
names of sulKmlers, tribes, oti*., shall end in -/vr ami the like, 
gives us nearly unpronounceable words of four or live eon- 
socutivo vowels, or, wlum the diphthongs are printed in sepa¬ 
rate letters, according to a prevahmt fashion, one or two 
more. Of these — the diphthongs writftui out Sauraujear, 
Spiraeeaej Cateshaceae^Jaumeene^ 71njmJvevtii\nm\ Mnrtteette 
are the worst instances, and would justify any infra<’tion of 
rules.^ The last, and one of tlu^ worst, wouhl Imve Is^en 
avoid(i(l by writing the ordinal name Iridtiwtt* when that of 
the tribe wouhl have l>een Indnt, Names are t«> b<! HjKiken 
as well as read, ami hotanists wIjo have to teatdi think more 
of these things than those who only writi?. 

At the head of liis remarks upon generie names (art 25 
et seq.), our author commends to oth(»r natundists the very 
clear directions given in tlm rules for Zo<»Iogii*iil Noimmcla- 
turc, editiul by I bill, for remlering Greek letters into Ijatin 
in the eonstruction of gcmcric and specide names. I let notes, 
however, that the rendering of rf l)y c is not in full accordaiiea 
with Latin usage, as witness dialretiva^ Jhmhea^ 

etc. 

^ Far hrtter to write Spmmenw^ with Da Caiitlalle* ^Tlw um of thii 
termination for tribal names iuhhI ma \m objiHitad to by thcwi who taka 
little pains to use it for orders. Ai«l tbow^ of us w!io are cmrafitl so to 
employ it, wouhl prefer its <K*easioiml use for trilws and sniHirders to the 
concatenation of vowels, which it is not ciuiy to wriU^ iwul aliiiost 
sible to pronounce. Some cpiite unncccsimry trilml names in orw, smdi m 
Vemmiac^m mid iJnpafcrtmw, adopted by l)e Candolle fmm I^eMiag, are 
kept tip, altlmugh exceptional. 
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Article 28 of the code, which is reprinted without altera¬ 
tion or comment, consists of a series of recommendations of 
points to be attended to in the construction of generic names. 
As such names are to be in Latin,’’ it would have been well 
to recommend that in their formation from the Greek, from 
which most of them are nowadays drawn, the principles of 
Latin prosody should not be wholly ignored. Such names as 
Trichocladus and Ancistrocladus would have been euphonious 
as Trichocladia and Ancistrocladia, and very little longer. 
Acanthopanax, Didymopanax, Dimorphochlamys, Trigono- 
chlamys, Aulacocalyx, Pellacalyx, Microcharis, and the like, 
are harder to pronounce than the makers probably thought ; 
and so of many others. 

One of the actual recommendations is Eviter les noms ad- 
jectifs.” This in Weddell’s version is translated, To avoid 
adjective nouns:” doubtless a wrong translation. Adjective 
nouns we take to be substantives which are directly formed 
from adjectives. Not many such are likely to be made for 
genera; but if such good ones can be constructed as those we 
already have in Nigella, Amarella, Flaveria, Chlora, Rubia, 
Leucas, and Hyptis, they will not be objected to. Clearly 
the recommendation is to avoid adjective names for genera. 
That may be done for the future, but has not been done in 
the past. They are contrary to the rule of Linnseus, but not 
to his practice. Not to refer again to Gloriosa, Mirabilis, and 
Impatiens, at least two score of obviously adjective names for 
genera may be counted in the first edition of the Genera 
Plantarum,” — such as Arenaiua, Stellaria, XJtricularia, Den- 
taria, Asperula, Angelica, Trientalis, Pedicularis, Digitalis, 
and from the Greek such as Polycarpon. Amphicarpum and 
Mitracarpum are recent names of this kind. To conform the 
rule to the fact it were better to state that: generic names are 
either substantives or adjectives which may be used as sub¬ 
stantives, the latter mostly feminine in gender. Angelica is 
understood to be Planta Angelica^ Sanguinaria, Planta sanr- 
guinaria.^ etc. 

It is recommended “ to avoid making choice of names used 
in zoology.” But it has become nearly impossible to follow 
this advice, nor is it now thought to be important. 
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Article 33 k supprcHstnl. It was no juoro than a Htateinent 
of tlio cuHtoiu that perHonal names for Hj>ecieH were to l>e 
nouuH in the i^eiiitive (<*. f/.^ Ciitsu) wlien the perHoii eoni- 
meinorateil was a tlimn'erer, tleHerilK»i% or an illuHtratiir of 
the species, but were in adjeetivt^ form ( r, f/., Cinfiiumi } whi*n 
the name %YaH ineri‘ly tminplimentary. Hie rnlti soiiietinu»H 
worktal awkwunlly; for many personal naimm do not take 
kiiuliy to latiuization in the genitive form, which are sufli- 
ciently euplumiotiH uh adjectives in -o/or or : and it is 

well to do away with a ncetUesn ri‘Htriction. 

Article 34, which recorded the fiit*t that many iiann*H of sjav 
cie» are HubstuntivcH, is the subjeid of a few reinurkrt, «‘alled 
out by the publication of Saint-Lager, in which it k propimetl 
to change all these into tuljectivcH, a propoHiiitm which Iwit- 
anists are not likely ever to sulopt. Soim^ of them arc anamg 
the best of descriptive names, c. Sirllttthi nrftmrtim^ 
volvuluH sepiufH^ Hhitn rmiL% (^hanut n^pn hijstrij^ (ami 
such should bo written without a capital initial) ; those which 
are proper nanu^s, either oh! names of genera or of the hor- 
ballsts, an* rightly suhl t(» bo signiiicant either of the iibsorp* 
tion of a former genus, or of a tnuisfercnce, or as preserving 
a native apptdlation, or as imlicating a HkenchS. DifjitnVm 
Serptrum means a Digitalis whii‘h had been called #Vcc/^ 
irnni; AtHliHtti a speeies of this genus which, 

mistaken by Nuttall for a new one, hud beiui namcKl Pieker- 
ingia; lindherkln llvlh^pHUlh^ i% liiiditrtkhi Jtivir JIvlif$pm* 
dis^ from its resemblance t<Mi IleliopHis, Liiiititnis gave us 
many such names ; ami no suflicient nntson iipjmars either for 
discanling thc»se, or for forbidding the diH<*reet iidoption of 
new ones. But wo cannot commemi such a name as Stneeio 
Bhot for a Hi>ecies indigenous to Bliotaii. 

Article 83 consiste of a series of rtjcommendiitions for the 
formation or mloption of SjHtcitlc names. Its fifth sub-artiele 
we may refer to in another connactitm, namely, along with iirti- 
cle 48. The reeominendation to ‘‘ name no a|>ecies after one 
who has neither discovered, nor deserilietl, nor figured, nor 
studied it in any way,’^ should ho reH}H»eiei!; yet there are oc¬ 
casions for departing from it, esiwcially in ease of new sfiecies 
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in very large genera. Excellent and sometimes needful is 
tlie advice to “ avoid names designating little known or very 
limited localities.” We are obliged to cite — happily as a 
synonym — Selenium Seminariense^ published by a Pro¬ 
fessor who thought he had discovered a new species of Hele- 
nium in the vicinity of the seminary,” in one of our south¬ 
ern States, where he taught botany. 

Article 40 suggests that names of varieties originated in 
cultivation, and still more half-breeds and sports (so impor¬ 
tant for horticulturists to distinguish), should have only fancy 
names, generally vernacular, and in some form as different 
as possible from the Latin specific names of botany, —names 
which, when needful, may be appended to the botanical name 
of the species, when that is known, e. Pelargonium lonale^ 
Mrs. Pollock. This has been seconded by the editor of the 
“ Gardeners’ Chronicle ” and other judicious experts, and is 
slowly making its way. 

Article 42, treating of the conditions of publicity, is the 
subject of additional remarks. The rule is, that “ Publication 
consists in the sale or the distribution among the public of 
printed matter, plates or autographs. It consists, likewise, 
in the sale or distribution, among the leading public collec¬ 
tions, of numbered specimens, accompanied by printed or auto¬ 
graph tickets, bearing the date of the sale or distribution.” 
De Candolle now remarks that distribution among the mem¬ 
bers of an exchange club, of collections not offered to the 
public, does not come up to the rule; also that, as Dr. J. 
Muller states, the distribution of specimens without charac¬ 
ters or any indication of the reason for calling it new, is 
nearly tantamount to announcing a species or genus in a pub¬ 
lication, but without characters; which article 46 declares 
is not publication. But the cases are not quite alike. The 
possession of the named specimen enables a botanist to ascer¬ 
tain its distinctions. A published description without access 
to specimens may or may not serve the same purpose, very 
often does not. Unfortunately an insufficient or even a 
misleading description — and we have many such to deal 
with — claims the same right of priority that a good one does. 
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It is well, therefore, that puhlieation by Baffieient clsstrihutimi 
of named Hpeeiinenn Hhonld be reeogiiiztnL But the remark 
is true that, in fatd, very few diHtributiHl eolleetioiw fuliill all 
the recpnreinentH of article 4% 

Article 4T, Meet. 2, reconnncntlH hobininta to publish no 
name without clearly indicating whether it is that of an order 
or of a tribe, of a gentw or of a Bcction, of a gpeedes or of a 
variety ~ in nhort, witliont giving an opinion a« to the nature 
of the group to whieh the mime m given.*' Uiilims this is 
attended to, and unless citations are e<|ually precise, — for in- 
Btanee, imless aubgenerie names are cited us such and not as 
generic, and vitr remt, — much confusion in synonymy and 
in indexes will ensut*. 

Article 48, on the citation of the authority fi)r generic and 
Bpeciiic names, and matters herewith conneckHl, involves {pies, 
tions wliich have been more disputed than any other. In the 
revised article the phrase printed in ibdie type is inter{H>. 
lated : For the indication of the name or names of any group 
to b<* accurate and eonijilete, and for the ready veriHcathm of 
the tlat(% it is necessary to (pmtt* t!ie autlmr whi> first puhlished 
the name or combination of numes." * The statement miglit 

' M. Da Clamialla nppanrs to irwist upon thiii variaaation {t#f tiH‘i|iieist 
varifk’ation) ft»r hij^hfr gr<»«|*H m wall ns fc»r ganam ami and 

wouhl <lc*pn^(’ata tho not ntitntuiil aimttiin in <*otnparidioits Flurw, C’fita- 
loguas, fti’., of {unitting tt» rita the authority for onlam, «uU»«n!rrs, trils^s, 
eta. We «howld ngrt»a with him if tha omtHslon was held to signify that the 
imincH of tha groupn in <{iieaiion» when thuii aimpiy given, wew propel 
as iu*w. But in fact, authority is omitted, not taa’anse tha gnatps are 
new, Imt Wiuisa they are <ild and entirely faiiiiliar. NolKnIy will over 
suppose that MmmminrecSf C/ewnfiV/rn*, ete,, naketlly wrilten, are novel¬ 
ties, In this regard, the nature and plan of the puhlieaiitm are to he eon- 
8ider«Hl ; wlmt i« necessary in a Hystenm or a CJenem Wanlanim may \m 
superfluous in a local or a compendiems work, Indeed it nmy k» nearly 
imposaihl© U> aiwign the authority for the nanm of an ortler oorreetly, 
without axplsimtion and extended refarenees. Ona would wiiih to write, 
succinctly, Comammf DC,, as Da Candolk foumled the imlar, hut it was 
in th© form Camm* A well-known onlor waa inalitiitofl m Orw^r, 
Juis., ** Genera Flantarum,** which the founder altered to Oncffrarim; 
for reasons referred to in this article w« may wish to adopt the form 
Omgmcem, As all diis is rooit familiar matter, yet may sot l» oonwtly 
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be simplified by omitting “or names” and “or combination 
of names,” on tbe ground that the name of a plant is one, that 
it has a name not names, its name being the generic followed 
by the specific appellation. Ranunculus hulhosus is one 
name of two words. Our veteran botanist, Bentham, has in¬ 
sisted upon this; and it has a bearing upon the mooted ques¬ 
tion of mode of citation of authority. 

The governing principle for the citation of authorship, etc., 
is well declared by De Candolle: “ Never make an author say 
that which he does not say.” It is difficult to go wrong when 
this principle is kept in mind, and when it is also understood 
that the appended name of an author, or its abbreviation, 
makes no part of the name of the plant, but is only the initial 
portion of its bibliography. Those who take a different view 
seem to have fallen into it by failing to distinguish strictly 
between name and history, and especially by mixing the his¬ 
tory of a preceding with the statement of an actual name. 
A single example may illustrate this. When we write “ Mathi- 
ola tristis^ Brown,” we give the name of a certain kind of Stock 
and the original authority for it; and we may, when needful, 
complete the citation by adding the name of the book, with 
the volume and page, where it was first published. If, with 
some, we write “ Mathiola tristis., Linn.,” we make an untrue 
statement. Linnaeus had a wholly different genus Mathiola.^ 
and no M, tristis. If we add “ sp.,” and somewhere explain 
its import to be that the latter half of the name was given by 
Linnaeus, the other half remains unaccounted for. And we 
have still to seek in the synonymy for the name of the genus 
under which Linnaeus knew the plant, and also for that of the 
author who transferred it to Mathiola. If, with others, we 
write “ Mathiola tristis^ Linn. ( Chciranthu^^^ or “ Mathiola 
tristis^ Linn. (sub-Chcirantho')^^ our longer phrase still wants 

stated without somewhat detailed exposition, why not in a local or con¬ 
densed botanical book write simply OnagracecB ? The proper exposition is 
in place in a Genera Plantarum ; and it would have been better if Ben¬ 
tham and Hooker had critically attended to this, instead of referring 
merely to the preceding work of Endlicher. It would have added some¬ 
what, yet not very much, to their great labor. 
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tlio essential part of the eitathin. If, to secure tliis, we write 
^^Mathlola tritit ih, Liinu (^Vheiranthm^ llnmn),'" imrnmnv, if 
it may be ho called, now extended to live weirds iuhI two Ki|;ug 
in print, or of seven words when spken, is still ambiguous aiul 
(‘onfnstHl. It is a jumble of synonymous names ami author¬ 
ities, which bcH‘ome explicit and clear only when we trniiHlate it 
into *'*• Mathhttit (ritiitt*^ Brown (f 7irimnMus irlntlsi, Idnii.),’' 
that is, into name and synonym, witli resjmi’tive lutfliorities. 
This is clear and literally truthful; the injeetiiin of the sy¬ 
nonymy into tiui name is neither. Linmeus reformed nmueth 
clatur(^ by freeing the name from tin* dem^riptive pliraHe. lla* 
school in <jueHti(Ui woulil <left>rm it hy relniihliiig, in unotluT 
way (m Do Candolle olmerves), ante-Linniean phram^s, only 
making them historical instead of descriptive. 

The practice of apiamding the authority to the name when¬ 
ever the speedes is mentioned has Ih^cu ho sti ieily and imhIiiu- 
tieally lulhered to that many take the former to Im a {lart of 
the nanm. To obviate this impression, it might Iw well to 
treat the nam<*H of common plants as we thi thosi^ of genera ; 
that is, to omit the reference to authorship in eases when* 
tlicro is no partiiudar need of it N<»t however, so as to cauw' 
any emdusion with tlie eases referreil to in the following pane 
graph: — 

‘^When a botanist pro|Kim*s a new imine . - . it is iiiijMis- 
sihlc for him to cite an author; consecjuently tlio absence of 
such citation sufileos to show that tlm name of the sjiecnes or 
other group is new. Linnanis, Lamarck, I>e (’’nndolle. It 
Bnnvn, Martins, et?., followed this eoiirsi,!. It is then a iiwless 
complication of many modern naturulists to iipj'iiniil * iinhi,* 
* nobis,’ ‘ sp. nov.,’ ‘ gen. nov.,’ et(\, a new name. A large 
majority of Bjwcies, gemera, ami families were pitblisheil with¬ 
out these wholly |M»rsonal indications,*” This ia good m a 
general rule; but the gen. nov.” and an indication of the 
order or tribe are often needful. 

No new comments are made upon art-iele 49, probably 1 m»" 
cause the practice of lioyniists generally is miiifonn^ to it 
The article roads: An alteration of the »nstitiieiifc charac¬ 
ters, or of the circumscripUon of a group, does not warrant the 
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quotation of another author ‘than the one that first published 
the name. . . . When the alteration is considerable, the words 
‘inutatis char.,’ or ‘pro parte,’ or ‘excl. syn.,’ ‘ cxcl. sp.,’ cte., 
are added,” etc. The translation would have been better 
worded, “ does not warrant the quotation of another author in 
place of the one that first published the name.” For, in fact, 
the addition of the reforming author’s name to the citation 
is often warranted and helpful, sometimes is almost a neces¬ 
sity, in the case of genera. It apjiears that K. Brown liegan, 
in an oblique way, the practice objected to, and for whii»li 
there is often a plausible excuse; and the elder Do Candolle 
sometimes followed it. It was only when the practice was 
systematically carried out by one or two authors that the con¬ 
sequences became apparent; for few genera or speciim have 
now their Lininean limits or signification, and the new rule 
was practically proved to be a necessity. 

Among the recommendations contained in article was 
the following: “Eeadily adopt unpublished namcB found in 
travellers’ notes or in herbaria, unless they be more or loss 
defective.” Guided by the practice of the elder Do Candolle 
and his contemporaries, it used to he thought a duty, or at 
least a part of common courtesy, to do this, in all emm In 
which the author’s ajDproval could fairly bo supposed. But 
certain inconveniences and misunderstandings have rc8ultc<l, 
especially as to^mode of citation, which have Buggested its 
withdrawal or modification. In this Revision, M. I>e Cfin- 
dolle only adds the restriction, “ or unless the author lias not 
in advance approved the publication.” This does not alter 
the case except for living authors : their approval ought to bo 
obtained or counted on ; and in respect to authors no longer 
living a botanist takes up only such names as in his opinion 
ought to be published, and which he supposes the posthumous 
author would have approved. On the whole it were probably 
better not to take up names left unpublished by a doceaBod 
botanist; and De Candolle assigns good reasons for letting 
them alone. If he had modified the article decidedly in this 
sense he would have more fuUy expressed his own view, and 
probably have been sustained by prevalent opinion. More- 
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over, he mi^ht have distinguished this practice from an essen¬ 
tially different one, namely: — 

The case of plants sent under manuscript names by a dis¬ 
coverer or an investigator to some botanist engaged in publi¬ 
cation, and with a view to their publication; of which the 
sending by Kuttall of new Umhelliferce to the elder De Can¬ 
dolle when elaborating that order for the “ Prodromus,” is a 
marked and not unusual instance. Porthis is a practice that 
need not be discouraged. Any small inconvenience that may 
arise as to mode of citation is counterbalanced by the greater 
concentration of publication, new genera and species thus 
appearing in monographs, floras, or in the papers of leading 
botanists, which otherwise would have dimly seen the light in 
obscure or local periodicals. And they are more likely to 
have proper characters assigned to them, instead of vague 
descriptions, by incompetent or unpractised hands, such as 
often try a botanist’s patience. 

Article 50 treats of the mode of dealing with such names 
as the above mentioned after they have been published, i. e., 
‘‘ names published from a private document, an herbarium, a 
non-distributed collection, etc.” It declares that such names 
“are individualized (Fr. predsh') by the addition of the 
name of the author who publishes them, notwithstanding the 
contrary indication that he may have given.” This is found 
to mean that, although the elder De Cando^e gives us “ Eu- 
lophus, Nutt,,” as the name of a genus communicated by 
Nuttall, with a specimen, for the purpose of its being so pub¬ 
lished in the fourth volume of the “Prodromus,” yet subse¬ 
quent writers, looking only to the work it was published in, 
are to cite it as Eulophus, DC. And that the genus which 
Linnaeus published as “ Linnsea, authore Clariss. Dr. Grono- 
vio,” we are to cite as Linnsea, Linn. This is not only quite 
contrary to the practice of botanists from Linnseus down to 
De Candolle and later, but is also contrary to the golden rule 
of citation, already referred to, never to make an author say 
something different from or opposed to that which he does 
say. 

Appreciating this, the author of the code has now recast 



BOTANICAL NOMENCLATURE. 


375 


article 50, so as to read, “ When an Inedited name has been 
published (by another botanist), in attributing it to its author, 
those who afterwards mention it ought to add the name of the 
person who published it; for example, Leptocaulis, Nutt, in 
DC.; Oxalis lineata^ Gillies in Hook.” 

This is reasonable, and in the first instance such names will 
almost of necessity be so cited, must always be so cited when 
work, volume, etc., are specified. But De Candolle remarks 
that the addition will soon vanish; for instance, “ Cynoglossum 
ciliatum^ Douglas, Mss.,” published by Lehmann in ‘‘ Pugil- 
lus,” etc., and in Hooker’s “ Flora Boreali Americana,” will 
soon come to be quoted simply as Cynoglossum ciliatum., 
Dough,” that is, just as other names are quoted. And why 
not ? Because, it is said, the name dating only from the pub¬ 
lication, it is necessary to know when and where this vicarious 
publication was effected. For this “ Nutt, in DC.” may fairly 
serve, nearly all names published by De Candolle being con¬ 
tained in the ‘‘ Prodromus.” Not so, however, with Gillies 
in Hook.” Sir William Hooker published very widely, in 
periodicals, in the ‘‘ Botanical Magazine,” and in numerous 
independent works. In such cases the double citation gives 
little help. The experienced botanist may know where to 
look; the inexperienced must turn to indexes at once; for 
both these must be the final and the usual resort; and in them 
the double has little if any advantage over the single citation. 
Moreover, if this principle is fully applied, the number of 
double-cited names may be inconveniently numerous. The 
first volume of Torrey and Gray’s “ Flora of North America ” 
abounds in species and genera published by them for Nuttall. 
If these have all to be permanently quoted ‘‘Nutt, in Torr. 
& Gray,” why not also the many species published, say by 
Bentham in De Candolle’s “Prodromus,” in the “Flora 
Brasiliensis,” etc., and even the species published by Brown 
in the second edition of the “Hortus Kewensis,” and else¬ 
where? On the whole it seems probable that these double 
citations will be used only in first or in early quotations, or in 
special instances; that it will not be deemed necessary to 
retain them when the names become settled in Floras or 
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general worlcH, in the Inhliogniphy or full refiwnee ; 

wlien of (‘onr.se the ‘‘ piontttliH Nutt, in !H\ 

OolL Mem. v. 51th ^c. 10, et Protlr. v. 107,'* will fully ii}»iHnir. 
But HO long an the ahhrevinttsl (Otation c»f the iintlior auit 
]uihlish(‘r tog<*tlier is r(‘(juiHit4s tlttf iiioile or eitatiun recom¬ 
mended by Do ('nmlolhi is Urn one to he enijiloyinh 

A quill* difT(*reiit ease is tlmt of citing, nn nuilioritv fora 
g(‘mis or Hpi‘t‘i(‘.s, the numo of a hotaniHt which is not ujMin 
tlm record, d'here in renmm to helieve that L. i\ Itielmrd 
edittsl the Mmu Ihtreali-Amerinuia** of Mtehatisi, and drew 
np the exeellent g(‘nerle and Hpeeifio elmraeters of the new 
phuit.H in it. There in ecpud reunoii to helieve that he pur- 
poHely withheld his mum*. Dpon no junt prineiple of cita- 
tion, thi‘r<*fori\ ran the numo of Uiehard he iptoted, an the 
younger Richard and Kunth cHHayial to do. 'rin* name holdn 
for the work of Solander in thc» llrnt editi«»n r»f Aitonn 

Ilortus KewmiiHiH.’* And if it dimn ni»t Indd for the ron- 
tributionn of Brown to the iiecond edition, it is IweatjHe lie 
clainunl them in Ida lihdiine, rather than Ina'anHo they have 
b(*(‘U coIIeef(*d and republished under his imnio ninee his 
death. Only eon fusion will come from the mlnitHHion of hv* 
poilu’tlcal (‘ou.HtructIve authorship. The old ride, that what 
docs md. nppi*ur in no Indtcr than ncnH*xiiitent, miiHi apply to 
idl Hucli cases. 

In tho (*oiniin‘nts upon article 7^2, the duty of abbreviating 
authors* names in tin* noniiiii way is insisted on* and the bad 
practice of doing so liy leaving out the vowels is deprecated. 

Miclix.*' {nr Michiiux, wliicdi is partially shortened in this 
way, was a nem'Hsity on aceount of the iincient Injianist 
Micheli. But “Cm,** for Cnman is intoleralde* Such a 
nann* need not be abhrt'viated at alL Mimfmyllaliie nami‘« 
should rarely if aver las eitrtaileiL Br.** Itiii so long 

been used for Robert Bnswn tlmt it may aontiuue to ho uschI, 
although “Brown**, is Imttor. In tho other form, it may 
bo eountod ammig tlia few eases in which initial letters are 
used inste»ad ol tlio first syllables and flnit consonant of the 
secsond, — c»4i8eH which Hhould probably Im rcstrictesd to the 
for Linn»u8, “Da** for De Candolk, “IL B. K,** 
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for Humboldt, Bonpland, and Kunth. We are not sure that 
De Candolle would favor the latter. 

A series of remarks is made upon articles 29-6(5, taki*n 
together, — relating to names wliicli are to be rejin^ted or 
modified, and those which arc to l)e maintained m^twitl^ 
standing certain faults. As already mentioiunh tlu! ItuulmuT 
amongworking naturalists is to preserve names in spite of 
faults; while a few linguistic reformers, such espindally as 
M. Saint-Leger, propose changes which would afiVet 733 re¬ 
cognized names of species in Europe alone, and ti*u or iwidvt^ 
thousand in the vegetable kingdom at larg(s and "‘•this aftta- 
all the endeavors of botanists for the past lualf ca^ninry to 
establish the law of pidority and to have mor(‘ stability of 
names. Sagittaria sagittlfolUi' and (irvnttrhi must 

be changed, forsooth, because they are phamasms; all substan¬ 
tive specific names, because a gi’cat majority of spi*(*ific names 
are adjectives, and many others be(‘ause they are not, suili- 
ciently classical.” For instance, Dlanihus ho wouhl ohango. 
to Diosanthus, Mentha to Minthe, l/gdrorofglv hrorlpvs to //. 
brevipedata, Cactus to Caetos, Arum to Aron, ami ho on. 
De Candolle adds, that Cicero was not so particular in Latin¬ 
izing Greek words, as witness barbarus,” “■ imuduna,” can- 
porium.” As to Pirus, our author insists that even if Pyrus is 
not Latin, it is the botanical name of tlu^ gmins as adoptcsl }>y 
Linnseus (from Tournefort and from all the hcudmlists, and 
it is old enough to be cntennl as an alternatives form in the 
dictionaries), and so is to be preserved tinder the*, law of pri¬ 
ority. There is little danger that the rcdorin of Saint-Lt‘g<*r 
will prevail. There is some danger that the* reduction will ho 
stiffen the rule of priority as to forbid th (3 corrcMdicm of ob¬ 
vious mistakes. See, for instance, the form in whi<*h artielcj 
60 is now recast by De Candolle : “ A genmde name nhould 
subsist just as it was made, although a pundy tyj)ographi<‘al 
error may be corrected. The termination of a Latin Hpceilic 
name may be changed to bring it into ac(*ordanec with its 
generic name.” From this it would seem that a slij) of the 
pen and a mistaken orthography of a man’s name may not 
be corrected. We trust that, when the change would not 
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sensibly affect the place of a mmm hi mi index, inch ol^vions 
corrections as of Wisti^ria to Wistaria may prevail We may 
asBurno that the error was typographical; for Dr, Wiatar 
was at the time too well known in riiiladelphia {or Nuttall 
to have been ignorant of the ortliography of tlie name. The 
correction of Iklduina into Baldwinia brings it into aceonl- 
anco with the rule that personal names used for genera 
should bo written m near as may Im with the origirnd ortho¬ 
graphy of the person’s name, Antrmjulm ahorUjiHornm*" 
is neither a tyjmgraphieal nor a clerical error. It is a hard 
rule that forbids us to write **“ almriginum,” still retaining 
liichardson’s nanm as authority. 

liotanists may take more kiiuUy to the mle when applied 
to such names m Klemduiris and Aplopappiis, in the forma¬ 
tion of which the Greek aspirate was neglected. We cannot 
well suppose this to have Imcn a tyjs^graphical or clerictil over¬ 
sight on the part of lieljert Brown or of Gassini. Perhaps a 
majority of botanical authors have preserved the original or¬ 
thography, on the ground that the right of priority, like that 
of a certain king, is sujifer tjrammnfmtnh ^ while the re¬ 
mainder have written HcIciKdmriH and Haplopappus; whence 
some confusion in the indexes. The reepurement to preserve 
the original form of tlie generic and s|KHnl}c names and to abide 
by the Latin of LimmntH and Iws contemjwnmes, notwithstand¬ 
ing classical faults, enables us to retain sucli fainiliiir mtints 
as liammctdus acrU^ LnthyrtiH paluHinn and npirenirin (in¬ 
stead of It ocfr, L. paluHter and siYrcsfris), and to keep up 
laevis ” for smooth, — jmobably to the disgust of cliiiiiicaJ 
scholars. 

M. Do Candolle has a note on Ditdytra of Bortikhatiicn, 
changed into Dielytra to make it conformalde to a conjcicturdl 
meaning, and then into Dieentra that it might agn^e with 
the etymology given by Borckhausen himself: he gives it as a 
ease in which an &xcem of erudition has lomied the genus witih 
three names in place of one; and he concludes, as do we, 
that it were better to have kept the original orthography, and 
have treated it as a name which had, through some mistake, 
failed of meaning. But the name having been changed into 
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Dicentra on the ground that the right word K&rpov^ and not 
the impossible word icWpoi/, must have been intended by 
Borckhausen, we think it should now be maintained, although 
it might have been left in the original form. Moreover, the 
doctrine that names must not be mended and that sense is un¬ 
important, however good and needful, is so recent that it must 
not be too rigidly applied to long-standing cases. 

This consideration should not be wholly overlooked in the 
case of old and long-established genera, especially those of 
numerous species for which some obscure older name has 
come to light. Since it is impossible to make rules for the 
infraction of a rule, such cases must be left to sound discre¬ 
tion. In our opinion such discretion would forbid the trans¬ 
ference of the name Stylidium from Swartz’s genus to Marlea, 
and the revival of LabiUardiere’s transient first CandoUea for 
Swartz’s Stylidium. 

The fourth section of article 60, which enjoined the rejec¬ 
tion of names formed by the combination of two languages,” 
is now suppressed. Nothing is put in its place; but let 
us hope that we shall not be driven to the acceptance of the 
specific name acuticarpum ” which one of our fellow-bota¬ 
nists has recently perpetrated. Although hybrid names are 
to be avoided, yet, as De Candolle remarks, they cannot con¬ 
sistently be outlawed by people who accept “centimetre,” 
“decimetre,” “bureaucracy,” “ terminology,” and the like, nor 
by botanists who raise no objection to “ ranunculoides,” 
“ scirpoides,” “ linnaeoides,” “ bauhinioides,” etc. 

Names of identical meaning but of different orthography, 
as our author insists, may well enough co-exist. In a vast 
genus it might be neither inconvenient nor harmful to main¬ 
tain species named respectively “ fluviorum,” “ fluvialis,” and 
“ fluviatilis,” at least if they belonged to different parts of 
the world. 

We pass to some brief annotations upon the second part 
of the publication before us, which deals with questions not 
taken up by the congress of 1867. 

The first topic is that of the nomenclature of organs, which 
was treated with some fullness in the “ Phytographie.” The 
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remark h hem repatwl that tlia grmter part of the nci-ealliM! 

of orgiuw lire only t-emii, that in* iiiitiie# imlifativ© of 
tho eomlition of organs or iisirts of tlio plant. For miiiir of 
tliose Bolwtiiiitivo nanios are neocsfiary or liigltly oci!i%*c»iiifsnt, 
yet mmi were iMJttor proviilinl with ailjoottre ienm only, 
whii»h to fcorminohifgy, not to i>milith 5 Hi 

prinriplos fixity itiul tho rnlo of priority slicmit! apply to 

thimc, Imtli Ui niinios ainl to tonus. But it iioains unlikrly 
tliat tho plivtotoniistH will at prriaoit hotnl tho eouiiiii^ls of iha 
phytogniphrw in this iinittor. Yrt tho hitior niity iniiiil that 
eitahlisliiHl iminoa iiiwal in tlrsc^riptivo lititiiiiy shall nut Iw 
clinplaofil on tli« pretrnso of grtting timro appnipriati^ mum. 
For instano**, tlio long nnHigniEitil nitiiio ** Umiu ** f«>r llm oittrr 
seocFcoat is to Ijo cliacmrilcHl, Ihh*iiii»o, formwith, iliis rovuring is 
not 111 ways or oven not gr nomtly a sholl, or of thi» texture of 
earthonwaro. As wc^ll ask tho Fronrh to ilisoanl ihn worfi 
(or taita **), iHH'auaa ilto hmitaii linnU or iho skull 
which gave the name, cloei not really retemhlo a hrirk or 
earthen pot. 

The sroonil h iijKin tlio ncunenchiture of fcmsilji. Ami iho 
ruin irt that they are nunuHl iKaainltiig to laws which apply Ut 
living plants. The Itulogna cungress of pahtHitiUthigisla or- 
clainocl tliiit, to fiemire priority for nititioii of fossils* 

they shoulcl not only Im tlcHtnilMHl hut figuriHl. Ihs C’'iiiuli»lh% 
aftisr «*onMnItiiti0ii witli Ifeer (wliom^ nwiit tleiiih we have iti 
deplore K rone!mlei that this rule is tiio ahufilute. It ta^eins 
to m that wi long m a largi» part of the iiawieit of fimiiit phtiiis 
are merely tentative and pniviaicmal, wo ahcitild Im? eciiitenl 
with a geticriil iipproxiinaiioti to the reeeiveil ruleiof Imlany, 

The iiciiiieiicliiliire of grotifm inferior to ipeide* (varielieSt 
snb-mrietie«* variations and auh-variritioni) ii eonsidemil; liul 
no new rules are prepi^Btl i nor is the <}uwtion of siili*sji«eieji 
disousscHL 

Although it ii not itxaeily a nmttor of nometirlaliire, w© 
should have liked that our autlior had eorisider^d th© two 
inodes of disposing of varitiiei, and bail ©xpresiixl an opinion 
as to whither the eba^s^tor of the species sliciuld or should not 
^mpletily oorer th# vartetj or varieties assigndi to ii In 
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the former case there is a variety a, followed by /3, etc. In the 
latter, the species is defined upon its type, without any special 
regard to the appended variety or varieties, which are then 
characterized as to the points in which they differ from the 
type. We prefer the latter method, as being on the whole 
clearer, and as a saving in names; avoiding the awkwardness 
or the superfluity of a varietal name for the type of the species. 

Some noteworthy observations are introduced in respect to 
the plight which systematic botany is threatened with by what 
De Candolle would call micromorphic botanists, like Jordan 
and Gandoger, who abandon the Linnsean idea of species 
altogether, and give this name and rank to what ordinary 
botanists take for sub-varieties. For example, we are in¬ 
formed that M. Gandoger divides the Hoses of Europe and 
North America into 4600 species, or groups provided with 
names similar to those of species, under numerous subgenera, 
which in effect take the place of genera. Mentha has already 
undergone a similar micro-metamorphosis. If this goes on, and 
the names should be written every one, I suppose that even 
the wmrld itself could not contain the books (or indexes) that 
should be written. The obvious and only remedy is to rele¬ 
gate this kind of botany to a world of its own, with which 
the legitimate science need have nothing to do. 

Questions having been raised as to the proper use of capital 
initials in certain specific names, M. De Candolle has devoted 
two or three pages to this and related topics. Linnaeus used 
capital initials only for substantive names; Lamarck employed 
them for personal and some geographical names, seemingly 
without system. A. P. De CandoUe used the initial capital 
systematically for all three, and even for Alpina ” when used 
to designate a plant of the Alps. His example has generally 
been followed until recently; and this is in accordance with 
the custom of the English language. To the objection that it 
is contrary to the customs of the Latin language, our author 
replies at some length, substantially as follows. He finds that 
in the matter of orthography, etc., classical writers distinguish 
nine phases or periods of the Latin language, of which the 
most classical is the seventh period, that of Augustus; and 
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there is no foundation in classical Latin for either punctua¬ 
tion (the points distinguishing words, not phrases) or accen¬ 
tuation by signs, and that the distinction between capitals 
and small letters was made since the dark ages by scholars 
whom a purist of our day might tax with ignorance of the 
proper way of writing Latin; that the object and result of all 
these and other innovations was greater clearness and pre¬ 
cision ; that the q^uestion is not at all one of ancient latinity, 
but of modern usages, both of the philologists and the natu¬ 
ralists ; and these have happily modified classical Latin into a 
medium of greater precision and clearness and better adapted 
to the needs of science. 

Finally, we have a brief discussion of the question: “ When 
an author has comprehended one genus in another without 
naming a species, can he be cited for the names of the species 
which implicitly result from this union?’’ The answer he 
decisively gives is: This would be neither right nor possible, 
nor practically convenient. To be correct, one should attrib¬ 
ute to an author exactly what he has published. When it is 
said that the genus B should be united with the genus A, this 
is not saying that the species of the genus B should be called 
by such and such names in the genus A. To name them cor¬ 
rectly it is necessary to examine them one by one. A glance 
at the Genera of Bentham and Hooker, or at the works of 
Baillon, will show how impossible it is to attribute the desig¬ 
nation of the species to the authors who have changed the 
names of the genera, without an explanation under each 
species.” This is illustrated by the supposed case of three 
genera combined into one, each of which has a species “ lanceo- 
lata ” ; by the case of a species minor ” transferred to a genus 
of which it maybe the largest species; and by reference to the 
state of all large and many small genera, full of obscure, mis¬ 
understood, or debatable species, the arrangement and naming 
of which can be effected only by patient and prolonged study. 
When this work has not actually been done by the reformers 
of genera, it should be left to monographers and the editors of 
Floras. If, by article 46, a species is not looked upon as 
named unless it has a generic name as well as a specific one,” 
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neither is it named unless a specific as well as a generic name 
is assigned to it. Besides the instances in which the old spe¬ 
cific name is impossible under another genus, there are very 
many in which it would be improper or questionable, and in 
respect to which particular consideration is required. Between 
these cases and the plain ones in which implied naming could 
not go wrong, who is to draw the line ? Perhaps it might be 
drawn at monotypic new genera with old specific names. But 
how to do even this upon recognized principles is a problem. 

A fatal objection to the principle of names by implication 
is that all such names, if they are existent, must be indexed 
in the new “ ISTomenclator Botanicus” now in preparation. 
To transcribe under Senecio the specific names pertaining to 
all the genera which Bentham has referred to that already 
vast genus is no small matter, and a part of the work will 
prove superfluous if — as we suppose to be the case — some 
of these genera, such as Cacalia, ought to be maintained. But 
that is only the beginning. A more recent author, Baillon, 
has reduced the genera of Compositce nearly one half. For 
example, to Helenium he has referred Gaillardia, Actinella, 
Cephalophora, etc.; to Tagetes he has referred Dysodia, Ni- 
colettia, Hymenatherum, and others; to Helianthus, a greater 
number of genera, most of them prolific in species. In all 
probability, most of these reductions will not be approved. 
Yet, if the principle of constructive naming is adopted, the 
“ Nomenclator ” must burden its columns with these hosts of 
inchoate specific names of Baillon, either as received names 
or as synonyms. It is plain that the principle referred to, 
besides its incongruity with the leading ideas of received 
nomenclature, breaks down with its own weight. There are, 
nevertheless, taking arguments in its favor, which need not 
here be recapitulated 5 and the common system has its disad¬ 
vantages and liability to abu^e ; yet it appears to be the only 
workable system. As already intimated, the right assignment 
of specific names in reconstructed genera requires particular 
knowledge and careful investigation. And the botanist who 
reconstructs genera should himself adjust and state the spe¬ 
cific names as far as he can. 
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BALL’S FLORA OF THE PKUrVIAN AXOF.S. 

Thk pominal ohnurvuttoim mul tlie tHiIlwliniiH tipus wlibh 
thin 4‘HHuy ^ waM fouiukHl went iiuMhi in April, in an 

tsxfurHiun Uy railway frinii Lima up t4i Cliirln, wliirli idlluni^li 
only Hovt'iity-iivu milort in tJinianro, %h at llio rlrvnlion of 
Englinh foot Muoh t> liw Hurprim\ Mr, Hull fiiuinl ilmt at 
ihirt olovution ho hiul not yot mioltod tho alpiisi! m hieli 

roally hoginn iilnnit 20U0 foot higlior. Huh 5h llirro ur fmir 
tluiUHaml foot higlior than (irinotiaoh hat! phiootl iu t»ii llio 
iinthority of Tm*hinU nml llniiilMilili; yot m tiiily wlmi wo 
ahoultl oxjHiet,Htneo tho projMT ulpino vogotitiuii uf tlm ItcH^ky 
Moimtainn in hit 40' N* hardly dom^nnU Udow 10,00(1 foift, 
and tho cmoillatiima of tmiiiHiniUirti in tho Portivian AndoH aro 
mtialL 

Eciually misiiakon, Mr. Ball miHjHHdH, muHt \h* tho iHiiiumiti 
viow that tho fh»m of tho ti^opioal AihIoh h rn’iinty in HjHHnoa 
aHouinpuml with higlMimtiniain fhiran tti gimorah Ho Yiiiiki!ii 
sumo otmiparinoiiH from whh’h ho mfors that tho piiiioiiy is 
apjMU'ont rnthor than rout, and mity !hs attrihntiHl iiifiiiily to 
tho pauoity of oollo<‘tioim in thi* Andos, sinw ilioso viuit n>» 
gions Imvo boon viHiuu! at vory fow poiiits and fur holwoon. 

Ahout a quartur of tho Ainhnui plnonogiiiiis is of f oiu-. 
p(mli({\ wliioh is doidilo thoir ratio in North Aiiiorioa, wliirli 
again is gnmtT than that of any fithor <*oniiiioiit 11ii« ohar- 
aotiiristics and tho most nluiiidant Atnloan (.'amptmitif-^ arts tho 
Mutimump. Mr. ihill, ntftirring to IknithiiiiFs iiidimlioii of 
tho eomplox afliiutios of tliis gnnip, mmltmm to iMdiove that 
uiulor MutinimTiP aro imdtuhsl vory miiny diffomiit linos of 
dosocmt hut that among thorn thoro aro laiiiio iiiiiior groii}i« 
distingnishiHl hy vary high roktivo anticpiity.** Aiitl iti 
another ocninoetion ho opitios tliiit th« iirgiiiiiontii that liavo 
lod some distinguished k^tanistii to ocniiidor the grimi fatiitly 

* CmitihuiifmM ta ih^ Fhm nf the Perumtu Amiei^ mik Ermarks on tk§ 
Bktoryand Origm of (he Antimn Fhm. By John Bmll *, .fiiariiiil Liniiapiia 
Boctafcj, xxii. I,#oadott, IS85. (Ataerieaa Jcittriml of aiid Art%, 

3 set., xjpti 231.) 
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of Compositm as of comparatively recent origin to appear to 
me altogether inconclusive. When I consider the vast variety 
of forms which it imdutles, the degree in which some large 
groups are localized in diflferent regions of the earth, while 
others, such as Scnecio, have representatives in every zone, I 
shrink from the conclusion that their origin can be, even in 
geological language, at all recent. It is, of course, not in¬ 
conceivable that plants which we class together under the 
name Compositm may have come into existence by different 
lines of descent through gradual modification from different 
ancestral types. But when we consider the general agree¬ 
ment in the structure and arrangement of the CHscntial organs, 
I think that the balance of probability inclines <k*cidedly to¬ 
ward tlm belief in a community of origin of all the various 
existing forms. Be that as it may, we are, I think, justified 
in looking to the mountain region of South Amerit^a as the 
original home of many large groups, such as the genus Bac- 
charis, most of the Mutisiacam^ and many genera of other 
tribes.” 

As to these two suggestions, although it is practically con¬ 
venient, and perhaps necessary, to bring all the Labiati- 
florouB Compositm under one tribe, as lientham has done, it 
seems to us altogether probable tliat the existing fonns are 
descended from different lines of ancestry. Indeed, by such 
a conception we can more naturally understand their diverse 
affinities. But as to the great order they belong to, if there 
is any large group in which the structure suggests community 
of origin, it is the Compositm. And we suppose that system¬ 
atic Iwtanists of large experience would entirely agree with 
Mr. Ball, tlmt the wide differentiation and distribution of 
this vast order indicated its high antiquity. Our author lias 
assigned some strong reasons for this opinion. The only 
argument to the contrary that we know of is an ideal one, 
based upon two suppositions: one, that Dicotyledons culmi¬ 
nate in the Compositm and in such-like orders; the other, 
that the highest ideal type of plants must be of the latoBt 
evolution. But, indeed, the vegetable commonwealth shows 
no tendency to culminate in any one group or set of group; 
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and it is a qiiOHtitniabU* iiu)rjihtd«j>fy wliic'Ii wiiiilt! jiniitiiitu tli© 
capitulum of a Tluntlo or a I >aiuli*lioii l<> llw lioiitl cif tli© c?laas. 
We remember an intereiittiig’ leetiire, in wbieln itH*iigniting 
the tltnuinant part wliieh tlie nortliern heiisirtplierf* ami ilt 
bor(*al lamia, with tlunr favonilile eonfignmtifiii, liiive nii. 
tloubtetlly pliiye<l in floral ilintrilnitioiu it wm siiferretl that 
the rule of the southern hiul ulwiiyn laa*n eoinparatively in- 
gignifleimt. But a great ileiU may have hapja^neil in iho 
au»tra! rt^giona liefore thin boreal Hupreminw wiw eHtitblifiliiML 
Mr, Ball Beveral yearn ago Immght fiirwar«I bin tlorlrino of 
the very high antiquity i>f our aetiml temiMunte iniil iilpim! 
florim, of their eoexintiuiee in highly elrvatet! n*gionii of low 
Iiititiiden even in early time*. So now, applying hin former 
eonehinions to the southern hemisphere, amt to a jiaricitl 
remoter even in geological language,** lie nuteM thatthe iji#* 
eial generie ty{>ea of the antarc'tie flora ** Indong wiihotil 
exception to the great grouim or natural onlern whieh are 
now almost universally cliffumKl Ihroughoui the world; uml 
the ane<*Htral tyium from wliteh they origimit4Hl w*ert! prfihably 
carriinl to that region at a reiimte jwricHl, when ilii! phyaiml 
conditionH of tin* eartirn ntirfai’e were wiikdy difTermti fnmi 
those now prevailing.** " Various eonstderaiioiii leml to the 
conelusion tliat the dispersal of the ehiid cosmojMilitan genera 
of plants may liave eoineitled with the pt^rimi of the older 
secomlary na^ks; and at that periml physieiil itgeiicno* far 
transeemling tliosc of our exjairieiice provailed llimiiglniut 
the earth. If the aneimtors of the antarelie ty|>i*ii of vegiita^ 
tion were then estahlisheil in a south juiliir cniitiiteitlal aroa, 
and ware develojMKl from them by graiitinl iiioclifiealioti, I 
Bee no difficulty in iMdieviiig that tliey may liuva itiiiintainad 
themstdves through suoiMissivc gradual changen of |iliyiieal 
oonditions within tlio same n^giiin, and even that «>iiio may 
still survive within the Antarctic Circle/* 

Whether or not one aaciepta the idea of aiich high geo¬ 
logical antiquity which Mr. Ikll claims for what he calls 
mopolifcan ty|jcs, wc must wholly agn^c with him in his vm of 
this name for them, in preference ti> that of the Scmndiiiavian. 
The latter term was used by Hooker liefore the relation of 
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the present flora of our temperate zone to a former high- 
northern vegetation was made clear, and before the types in 
question could ‘‘ with more reason be referred to North 
America than to Scandinavia.” Mr. Ball’s remark that, as 
to many of them, ^^the balance of evidence points to an 
original home in the high mountains of lower latitudes ” 
chimes in with his favorite and original doctrine. And this 
indeed seems likely to gain ground the more it is considered 
and applied, as he is applying it, to the explanation of actual 
distribution. 

The interesting problem is to discriminate, as well as may 
be, the two commingled elements of the northern temperate 
floras, one of arctic, the other of more endemic mountain 
origin. An interesting presentation, as concerns central 
Europe, is made in Heer’s “ Nival Flora of Switzerland,” a 
posthumous work published by the Societe Helvetique des 
Sciences NatureUes, of which a summary is given in ‘‘ Nature ” 
for December 31,1885. 

The following idea is extremely suggestive. In a zoo¬ 
logical as well as a botanical sense Brazil is one of the most 
distinct and separate regions of the earth. It is in large 
part a granitic region, from which vast masses of superincum¬ 
bent strata have been denuded, and where the granite itself 
has undergone a great amount of decay and ablation. We 
there see the ruins of one of the greatest mountain masses of 
the earth, where a very ancient flora and fauna were devel¬ 
oped, of which portions were able to migrate to a distance, 
while others have been modified to adapt themselves to the 
gradual changes of the environment. Many vegetable groups, 
which are but slightly represented in the higher region of 
the Andes, such, for instance, as the Melastomacece.^ probably 
had their origin in the mountains of ancient Brazil.” 

We are now only beginning to reach some conception of 
the role which the Andes and their prolongation through 
Mexico have taken in determining the character of no small 
part of the North American flora. Following up some ideas 
which were touched upon in this Journal (vol. xxvii., Nov., 
1884, p. 340) and elsewhere, Mr. Ball writes: — 
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When we consitler that, idihougli Hiilniiileiire haa |iroh. 
ably at varioua tiinea m^jnmiUnl the twti jMiriifiiw nf tim ecm, 
tinent, the hi|i^hlaiu!a t»f Mexieo mid Ceiitrul Ainrriea have, 
ill all probability, served during Itiiig jwricHli m a liridg© 
over which some imrtiuns of the niinniiiiiii vegeliitimi may 
have lK‘eii irminferred from north Ui lanilh, mid ri»’r ermci^ 
we are letl to feel aurpnse rather at ihe Hepariitimw now ex¬ 
isting than at the pn^Heiiee of niiuiy genera mnl of a few iden¬ 
tical S|Hieiim in the flora of the Amies and lliat nf tin? i{«ieky 
MountaiiiH, It in true that I have ri*ektiiied tiA Aml©iiii 
genera and ajHiciea many that extend mirfliwmil m far iii 
Mexico; and it may well Ihi tliat that regimu so rieli in varioil 
foriUH of vegetation, is the origimd home of mime iliat now 
ap|)ear to Ihi more fully develojHnl in ilte moniitiiin raii^ 
of wemtern North America* Among the wiilesprinitl Ameri¬ 
can type® we nm»t note two mitnral onlers whose nrigitial 
home may with aoitie confidence Ihi jdiicHHl in the tiorilt- 
wcmtcrii part of the eontlneiit. The /Wrmo/iior# ir, of which 
about 140 Hpccit?» Indong to that region, are in 

the Amh‘H by five Hpecien of tiilia, «ine of (“olloiiia, and by 
tho endiunio gemm Caniuii. They have mmt lii tliti Old 
World two or three H|>ecie» of Phlox in iiortlierii Asia |wo 
bclmve only one, and that not fur over ihe lairder j, and a 
single cjmigrant which has nwliiHl Britain, ™ llio Jaccib*» 
Inkier of old-fafihioned gimlens, ~ which iiminliiins a iinig- 
gling exmt*uice in Hcvenil isolaUHl sjmta in KiirtijM*. The 
other B{HH.nally Amerioan family is that of tliii IlijilmphyUurw^ 
of whicli 12 genera are known in North Americii, lint which 
is roprtientcid in the Andcmn chain by only four ijiecioi of 
Phacelia.*^ The Loamttrm illustrate the oppwite eoiiims of 
migration. 

A list of the plants which Mr* Ball wilkicted in the tip|ier 
mllay of the Ilimao in tlie l^triivtaii Andes, with varimw un- 
notations and the characters of some new sjwios, coniiliidiii 
the present interesting cxmtriliiition to Andean Botany. Wo 
believe that a second pmjier n|Km the subject may b© ©x- 
jiected. Two or three coininentii iijKin individual pknti of 
the list win bring our review to a eloio. 
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Efodium cicutarium. — Altliougli Mr. Ball notes the wide 
diffusion of this Old World species in South America, and 
that it attends the distribution of cattle, he seems at a loss to 
account for its presence in the Peruvian Andes at the height 
of 12,500 feet. He supposes that it has not shown the same 
readiness to establish itself in North America. This is true 
of the Atlantic but not of the Pacific side. In California and 
the adjacent districts the Alfilaria, as it is popularly called, 
has taken such full possession that we can hardly convince 
even the botanists that it is an introduced plant. The 
authors of the “ Botany of California ” speak of it as more 
decidedly and widely at home throughout the interior tlmn 
any other introduced plant, and, according to much testi¬ 
mony, it was as common throughout California early in the 
present century as now. ... It is a valuable and nutritious 
forage plant, reputed to impart an excellent flavor to milk 
.and butter.’’ At Santa Barbara and other parts of southern 
California it is used for lawns around dwellings, and it 
seems to be the only resort. It makes a passable substitute 
for grass so long as the rainy season lasts or irrigation is 
kept up. It must have been brought in with the earliest 
cattle, and have found on the Pacific coast a perfectly suit¬ 
able climate. 

Caldasia of Lagasca, Mr. Ball shows us, must bo restored 
as the name of the genus named Oreomyrrhis by Endlicher. 

Eelbunium, upon a general survey of the species, will in 
our opinion be found quite untenable as a genus. 

Phacelia circinata^ which extends almost from one end to 
the other of the American continent, is said to be singularly 
constant, exhibiting no marked varieties. But we have in 
North America a remarkable diversity of forms, the ex¬ 
tremes of which, by themselves, no botanist would refer to 
one species, although intermediate forms inextricably com¬ 
bine them. 
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227. 

Comandra, 29. 

Compositce in the Prodromes, 16. 
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UoTOility liiul viiriability i» 
natuni of, 

iintpmmudt* IHl, 

littiTitmtit lUo. 

I !dm>$ miht a *15 b 
iliMtory of iiorbaria, «*kM, 

2H2* 

Htmg-ktmg, !k«nt!u«a*ii Flora t»f, UT, 
llm»k«i’liia!itw, iiuhIh of g^rowth of, 

m. 

Hmtkor on Unhtnniilmrm^ IM. 
lItK>kor on <U»tJrilni[ioti of Ai'oiio 
122. 

] lookor on B 7luntnthm , Io 1. 

Ilmikor anti Ball’s Ttmr hi Marm t’ti, 

mu 

Ilookw ami llminmm's Imlian Flora, 

62. 

Hop, rovoluUoim of growing Ntinn of, 
BKK 

Htt|m, imtivo In Xorth Antrrion, .‘12*^. 
llumuim Lupuhi!*, imtivo hi ,\‘orth 
Anirrirn, .12H. 

llyhrttlH, rharmfont of, 212. 
Hyhrhiixttthm of Lilioa, 2*K 
HylmtliaatUoM, vii*w« tipon, in Flom of 
imlifi, 11.1. 

llydrofiikyUarrifi in tho Prwln»iii«it, 26. 

liiihriratlon, f|«inr«nninl, 126. 
Iinpravomont itf otiUivnttnl iilanta, BUK 
ItuUaii i‘l€ifii, llookiirmnl Thonototra, 
62. 

Initiali, taipital, n»ii of, iliamimiinl, -H, 
:18L 

Insoctivoroiw Pknt«, fkrwlnk, 266. 
Iimi'tsts in rohiiitm to the frrtlllmlhm 
t»f ftowom, ‘i.'ri, 

purpurntn, Ikrwink 
mniitii in fertiraing, 2IH, 

Japan, SiebtilcFs Flora of, 67. 

Japantse flora oontmt^ci witli North 
ATO«ri«att, JI8. 

Joraiialem Artichoke, origin of, 
ctiiwefl, SI 4 


Khiney Bean, history of llie, 6-I4. 

/.rtihiiifir in tlio I’rtMlroinuii, 26. 
/Mtjt'mint/, ht)it«iry of, «*kkt 
tlvflnoti, 21*7, 

looigtittgo for iHitaiiiral works »li«- 
eumitnl, 2Nl. 

iiniMl/ii, 11 t, 

l4itin. iHnathi nl, L*'*'**, ;kl|. 

l#oitf-i4iitikr«, iioMtiMtf grtiwth of, 16^ 
l.4mf, ilefiiiitioti of Uio, 21*‘7. 
I««*m{urrtnu. ap|tr»*rUttt»ii of, 276. 
/.oiiirfM, Aitfhorttlia of fiioloj, 
huhem, nolo *»n Tnlasiiok Mionoir of, 

Liliii’, torioinal hml of, 76, 
t,tluh rtr^ Norih Amniran, 2"*'. 

/.iVoff nr. nrrangomuint of, 27*^. 

!.tho«, hyhrhitioiiion of, 211H. 
i.ihVtiin 2*'l* 

I^Hiam 2^1h, 

Lima Ikan, o>rigift «*f, AM. 

Limiky's Nattimi Hyslom of Iloiany, 

1. 

Lit4«rary mal«»rial, iimthmU of rollrr!^ 
ing, tiiiirniBi**tl, 2H|, 
l.ongovily f»f tfisos, N2, 
i^fphtt*ji*rrmi«m m-timUmt mmltf of 
rliitihing, 176, 

L^tnjl*rr»irum hi»l«»ry t»f 

th« enlUvation of, Al I. 

mrttmifmit refoluthiw of 
growing sioiwa of, UXl 

Mamuthrmum 2^1. 

Mammoth, diseniwion on the origift of 
the, M2, 

MitniktH origin «»f, 

626 . 

Maithm, origin of, ilinmifiiwL 626, 
Maroeeti, ||<«*ker ami Bairs Tour in, 
2.V»; early trateU in, 2A6. 
Maitiiaehmiena, anil alinih* tif, 

264. 

Mtiumndm tnmle of 

gisiwth of, 171. 

MrimrrfP^ itiom^mph of, 24P. 

Mohrs VegstaW# (kll, SI. 
Mmanthatkio*^^ 114. 

Mom^rapha of plants -ilfcicit^etl, 2fM), 
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Monstrosities, vegetable, 40. 

Moquin-Tandon’s Vegetable Monstrosi¬ 
ties, 40. 

Musa, history of the cultivation of, 344. 

Names for garden-plants discussed, 
369. 

Names, formation of personal, for 
plants discussed, 368. 

Names, methods of abbreviation dis¬ 
cussed, 376. 

Names of natural orders, 11, 365. 

Names of organs, rules for choosing, 
296. 

Names of species in combined genera 
discussed, 49, 382. 

Names, permissible changes in, 377. 

Names, popular, of British plants dis¬ 
cussed, 106. 

Names, substantive specific, for plants 
discussed, 48, 368. 

Names, use of unpublished, 373. 

Natural orders, analogies of, 80. 

Natural orders, names of, 11. 

Natural System of Botany, 1. 

Naudin’s Nature of Heredity and 
Variability in Plants, 212. 

Naudin on the genus Cucurhita, 83. 

Nitrates, influence of, in production of 
vegetable matter, 100. 

Nitrates, sources of, in soil, 103. 

Nolineos, 280. 

Nomenclator, Agassiz’s Zoological, 41. 

Nomenclature, A. De Candolle’s, 358. 

Nomenclature, Bentham’s views on, 
206. 

Nomenclature of fossil plants, 380. 

Nomenclature of organs, 294. 

North Carolina, trees of, 115. 

NyctaginacecB in the Prodromus, 28. 

Nyetotropism explained, 307. 

Oalcesia sessilifolia, 280. 

Oaks, A. De Candolle on distribution 
of the, 130. 

Oaks, history and origin traced, 136. 

Oaks, variations in, 132. 

Oca, history of cultivation of, 328. 

Odor in flowers, purpose of, described, 
227. 


CEdogomum, nature of, 91. 

Ordinal names, proper terminations of, 
discussed, 11, 365. 

Organography discussed, 293. 

Oigans, nomenclature of, discussed, 
294. 

Organs of plants, nomenclature of, dis¬ 
cussed, 379. 

Organs, rules for choosing names of, 
296. 

Origanum vulgare, Darwin’s experi¬ 
ments in crossing, 223. 

Orobanche, 21. 

Oxalis crenata, history of cultivation 
of, 328. 

Oxalis ttiberosa, history of cultivation 
of, 328. 

Papilionaceous plants, fertilization of, 
267. 

Parkman, F., on the Hybridization of 
Lilies, 238. 

Parrya macrocarpa, 185. 

Parthenocissus, 252. 

Passiflora gracilis, movements of, 173, 

Passiflora, history of cultivation of, 
342. 

Passiflora incarnata, 343. 

Peach, origin of the, 329. 

Pears, history of the cultivation of, 193. 

Pears, method of producing large, 
described, 191. 

Pears, number of cultivated species of, 
188. 

Pears, races of, 192. 

Pears, stock for, 191. 

Peraphyllum, 195. 

Persea gratissima, history of, 342. 

Phacelia cirdnata, .389. 

Phaseolus lunatus, origin of, 351. 

Phaseolus vulgaris, history of, 344. 

Photinia, 195. 

Phyllotaxy, 76. 

Physiology of plants, 81. 

Ph 3 rtogamy, 241. 

Phytography, A. De Candolle’s, 282. 

Pickeringia, 15. 

Pileapumila, 90. 

Pinguicula, glandular hairs of, 209. 

Pirus, 89, 329. 
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\im\ of thtt tonn tUncnwHiMl, 

i*huu'hon'H Monoi.^'nipl* of Ainj»titthir, 
250. 

PliUit Arrhn*ol(»f^y» 205). 

PluufH, ry i»f, 2«(5). 

OiautH, unoiuophiltHm, 2<M. 

OiaoiM, (liinliing-, Darwiii’M 
and HabitM i»f, 15S. 

1‘liintH, t'iil!t\utt*d* A. !)«« rautliiUo'M 
Ortj^iu of, 5U1; ini|»rovfim’iit td, 
100 . 

fianta, iMiiiunhln! rt'laiaoH of, 2U. 
llania, Diirwiii’n Oowi r of Movt inmt 
in, do t. 

Planta in <ila/.i’d Vim^n, Waid'H (ii<*w ih 
of, 50. 

Planta, luMtory of ihoirdiHiiilniiioti, 
rianta, NnutUnin* tho Nafuro id !l» rod 
ity and V'urudality in, 212. 
l*lanta, phymoltig’y of, K|, 

IMania, rolniitm of, Oj* aurrtntnilin^j mm 
ditionw, OH. 

Ilanta, .Sdf-fi’rtilimiioiMd, by 
IlonHlow, 20.'». 

PlaidH, Midf»HtmHo, 221. 

itdajifalton (o in»m i fio iil 
i/40 ion, 221. 

f5»ll«*ri, iliri'i't m’(i<iti of, i»n ovari, and 
ovuloi^, H7 ; %ahio <d, dtHiOtHHi-d Ov 
iWwin, 22)^. 

Popidar nann^H td Hrifi*»h |danl« ili« 
ciwaoii, 100. 

Pariuinm olmvat^ in(r<Hlin‘itoii tttfo 
North Aniiirit-it, 

Potato, orij^in td, dmotimod. (15) imfi*, 

217. 

Primula Sinrmtit^ j;Iatiilular iiair« of 
tho loavoM <if, 200. 

Primuiarffr In thn Prodnmiiw, H. 
f^mdnmnw, I hi <*awloUii*a, i.5, 
rnwerpina, Rnakina, HH). 

PniinomiH dofliiiHi, 207. 

Pwblicntion <d laitimicml worka dia- 
2H5. 

Puhlicity of piihliciation {fkriuwml, 

2oa 

Pnrolfun, intr«Mlnetioii intti North 

A mil rim, 220. 

Pt/ruiaria, 28. 


rhara**!«’r« of, 102, 

PyniA, iWaiiOio’a * 11100 * 1 *rapit of iho 

gi'llUri, iMi, 

i*ytus^ di«i»i«m uf i}n« lOI. 

Piau^y liftiilatititi iif tJo’ 

/'yiM-'., tiii>t'ph>dM |^5 of uyiiioriiiw 
id, t5)<» 

/'yrw.s oMh»»i:i;iph> td, 

Qituti iiiarv fliinait' tiimrilooi, 275, 

/o i, 

/5.?»lO, I.'.*', I2'i). 
t^niiu uio'iat inihriiaitom, l2i>) 

Partn, huif I «d ii« o , in niilAiittitti, |p», 
iholirlo, idiai .0 f« r itf fho, 

Pattivlo id th«’III, lrto« rharmirf 
»tf. 7 k 

K.td)k*d< i' H PnH’r»».»4 id l‘iH'nttdalton to 
tlo’ lahlo Kin^dMin, 5»l, 

PiOooii'ii/i< ^ ii I 'sino pVnis, |H|. 

Atinitn* m/ma /o*« i< »», 
iitiuun» ui%i% tn ihiti hyn* hu»^ 

H»'il t'hoi r, fi'riili/oijon *d, 
prMfnh rtlr , tn«in«*|^rap}t id, 2 IH, 
Phamuarrtt, al.tiMoo^ id, 70. 

/iVoM ■ 2}’»). 

UiddliMt, }to(itiurjt}, 25d- 
IliMit, iniMiti of {Hoo trutioii into ih«« 
Hoti. 2o<!. 
iiaira, 75 , 

U*H*l tip. fniit tioiin of, dmi’iifcioul, i2il7, 
nritijrra, tttoili* of j^routh of, 171. 
Ifuakin’a Prttaorpiitii, O.n*. 

Sitiittiat'rtt in I III. PriMinmitta. 2*2, 
Stmtaiiirr^f ill fho iViHlronfim, 28, 
.Hiiporffi'a .Miiinio di«a Piiintoa ayaiil 

rApparithm d** riltmiino, 2t*0, 
.Sorriirrjin*. tiUfory «d <lim*nyi.iriwi fo* 
lalini; tit, 2fO, 

.Sixifr.ai;**^, ^datiifuhir liaiw id tint 
lortvow Iif, 2t)|). 

S*'hirni*lititin alhiimt 280. 

rrpmiitirtton by, 58. 
Sdfdotniiiditf ii»n diartinwod, 2*17. 

Hidf fortilizitthIII ill tho vrgwtiihlii king- 
dt»m, 217, 2t2l 
Sidf-ati*rili* phinta, 221. 

»SVf/«iiif*, luMtnry id, 277. 
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Shortia glacifoUa, 16. 

Siebold’s Flora of Japan, 37. 

Sinistrorse and dextrorse, 297. 

Sisymbium, 186, 

SmilacecBi A. De Candolle’s Monograph 
of, 249. 

Smilacecej distribution of, 250. 

Smilacina, nomenclature of, 261. 

Smilax, 249. 

Soil, soluble matters in, 103. 

Solarium tuberosum^ origin of, discussed, 
317. 

Species, A. De Candolle’s definition of, 
149; Linnaeus’ definition of, 148. 

Species, origin of, Naudin’s views on, 
216. 

Species, variation and distribution of, 
130. 

Species, various views on the, 147. 

Species, views on the derivation of, 
140. 

Specimens, incomplete, difficulties of 
describing, 292. 

SphcRToplea^ nature of, 92. 

Statistics of the British flora, 105. 

Stem, the initial, defined, 310. 

Stems of climbing plants, revolutions 
of, 159. 

Streptanthus, 185. 

Style in botanical writing discussed, 
302. 

Sullivantia Ohioensisj 282. 

Sweet Potato, origin of, discussed, 317. 

Tendril-bearing plants, origin of, 159. 

Tendril-climbers, mode of growth of, 
172. 

Tendrils, movements of, described, 172. 

Tendrils of Cucurbitaceoe^ 175. 

Terms, contradictory use of, 296. 

Terms, multiplication of, discussed, 
296. 

Thalictrum Eendleri, 184. 

Thomson and Hooker’s Indian Flora, 
62. 

Tomato, history of the cultivation of 
the, 341. 

Tree-culture, possibilities of, in Eng¬ 
land, 254. 

Trees, longevity of, 82. 


Trees of North Carolina, 115. 

Trees and Shrubs of Massachusetts, 
Emerson’s, 204. 

Urticacece, geographical distribution 
of, 89; relationships of, 88. 

Urticacece, Weddell’s Monograph of, 
87. 

Xltricularice^ North American in the 
Prodromus, 18. 

XJvularia^ 281. 

Variability and heredity in plants, na¬ 
ture of, 212. 

Variation of species discussed, 214. 

Varieties, importance of describing, 
293. 

Varieties, method of treating, 288. 

Varieties, their relations to species, 
287. 

Vegetable kingdom, cross and self- 
fertilization in, 217. 

Vegetable kingdom, Radlkofer’s pro¬ 
cess of fecundation in, 91. 

Vegetable monstrosities, 40. 

Vegetable world, history of, 274. 

Vilmorin on the improvement of cul¬ 
tivated plants, 109. 

Virginia Creeper, tendrils of, 176, 

Vitis, characters of, discussed, 251. 

Wallace, A. R., on Epping Forest, 253. 

Ward’s Growth of Plants in Glazed 
Cases, 59. 

Wardian cases, growth of plants in, 
59. 

Watson’s Botany of the 40th Parallel, 
180. 

Watson on North American Liliacece, 
278. 

Weddell’s Monograph of Urticacece, 87. 

Weed, Henslow’s definition of a, 268. 

Weeds, fertilization of, 268. 

Weldema, 281. 

Welwitschia, J. D. Hooker on, 151. 

Yam, origin of the, discussed, 322. 

Yuccaj Engelmann’s notes on, 196. 

Yuccuy anthesis of, 197. 

Yucca, nature of the fruit of, 198. 




